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ABSTRACT
Smith, Andrea. Teacher Evaluation Practices that Promote Teacher Development in Two
Middle Schools. Published Doctor of Education dissertation, University of
Northern Colorado, 2018.
Federal legislation and public awareness have pushed teacher evaluation into the
spotlight as a strategy for improving schools (Marzano & Toth, 2013). Mounting
evidence to support the importance of the classroom teacher, the shift in focus to
accountability for student learning, and the dismal state of teacher evaluation at the turn
of the 21st century created the foundation for a federal impetus for teacher evaluation
reform (Hallinger, Heck, & Murphy, 2014; Marzano & Toth, 2013; Murphy, Hallinger, &
Heck, 2013; Papay, 2012). Much of the policy debate focused on teacher evaluation as a
method of assessing and measuring teacher performance in order to hold teachers
accountable for student learning (Papay, 2012). However, the greatest impact on student
learning comes from a focus on how effective implementation of these new evaluation
systems supports the development of teachers to raise the instructional quality in
American classrooms (Kraft & Gilmour, 2016a; Papay, 2012).
In this qualitative collective case study, I used a constructionist framework to
investigate the teacher evaluation practices that promoted teacher development at the
middle school level. I selected two middle schools, or cases, and the respective school
districts utilizing a criterion sampling strategy in order to study information-rich cases
(LeCompte, Preissle, & Tesch, 1993; Stake, 1995). I conducted semi-structured
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interviews of teachers, school leaders, and school district leaders to better understand the
teacher evaluation practices that promoted teacher development. I also analyzed teacher
evaluation documents in both school districts, observed professional development
meetings or workshops at both schools, and collected teacher perceptions about teacher
evaluation and teacher development via an anonymous questionnaire sent to all teachers
at both schools.
The iterative data analysis process included both a cross-case and within-case
analyses. Through these analyses five themes emerged: a belief-based vision for teacher
evaluation; supportive leaders that cultivated a culture of professional learning; teachers
as leaders of their own learning; the alignment of teacher evaluation, professional
development, and school goals; and teacher experiences insulated from policy changes,
by design. These findings have implications that school and school district leaders may
want to consider when designing and implementing a teacher evaluation system to
promote teacher development. School district leaders and school leaders should consider
the importance of the interplay between school culture and teacher evaluation as well as
the role of relationships within a transformational leadership model. Specifically, school
leaders should think about creating a culture of professional learning within the context
of a positive school culture and should consider building strong relationships in order to
better promote teacher development through teacher evaluation and to support teacher
engagement in professional learning.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Researchers have explored many variables considered to impact student learning,
and “at the heart of this line of inquiry is the core belief that teachers make a difference”
(Wright, Horn, & Sanders, 1997, p. 57). Studies have substantiated this belief and
confirmed the logic driving recent education reform legislation and policy in the United
States: the quality of the classroom teacher is the most important school-level factor
impacting student achievement (Daley & Kim, 2010; Dee & Wyckoff, 2013; Ingersoll,
2007; Looney, 2011; Minnici, 2014; Nye, Konstantopoulos, & Hedges, 2004; Papay,
2012; Steinberg & Donaldson, 2016; Tucker & Stronge, 2006; Wright et al., 1997). In
this chapter, I have discussed the background of the problem, the statement of the
problem, the purpose of the study, the proposed research question, and the significance of
the study.
Background of the Problem
To ensure that every student is taught by a high-quality teacher, a teacher
evaluation system is needed to accurately assess teacher performance and improve
teacher quality (Donaldson, 2009; Papay, 2012). Even though school improvement
efforts have historically included teacher evaluation as a mechanism for school
improvement, the inclusion was not systemic or lasting until the No Child Left Behind
(NCLB) Act was passed in 2001 (Daley & Kim, 2010; Laster, 2013; No Child Left
Behind [NCLB] Act, 2002). To fully describe the background of the problem identified
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in this study, I have briefly discussed the history of teacher evaluation in the United
States, recent teacher evaluation reform incentivized by federal funding, the issues with
traditional teacher evaluation, and the connection between teacher evaluation and teacher
development.
A History of Teacher Evaluation
in the United States
Beliefs about the role of the teacher, the attributes of an effective teacher, and
theories around student learning have shifted over the last 100 years (Daley & Kim,
2010; Ellett & Teddlie, 2003). Exploring the history of teacher evaluation in the United
States reveals that the beliefs educators hold about instruction and student learning at any
given time dictate the focus of teacher evaluation efforts (Cuban, 1990; Ellett & Teddlie,
2003). Understanding the current state of teacher evaluation requires a brief consideration
of the history of teacher evaluation in the United States and how teacher evaluation has
changed based on the conceptions of teaching and learning.
In the first half of the 20th century, teacher evaluation was “defined from a moral
and ethical perspective” (Ellett & Teddlie, 2003, p. 103) and townspeople “kept a vigilant
eye on the out-of-class behavior of educators” (Tyack & Hansot, 1982, p. 174). Teachers
were evaluated based on their personal and moral characteristics as little was known
about effective teaching (Ellett & Teddlie, 2003).sEffectiveness in student discipline was
highly regarded along with loyalty and tact towards community members (Tyack &
Hansot, 1982; Waller, 1932).
In the 1950s, the knowledge base of effective teaching was growing and the link
between teacher behaviors and student outcomes began to surface in educational
literature (Daley & Kim, 2010; Ellett & Teddlie, 2003). As a result, the conceptualization
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of effective teaching began to include specific teaching methods and strategies that were
perceived to improve student learning (Ellett & Teddlie, 2003). This later led to a shift in
utilizing direct observation as a preferred method of teacher evaluation in order to gather
information about whether or not a teacher was employing these methods and strategies
(Ellett & Teddlie, 2003). By the 1970s:
the number of classroom-based studies seeking to demonstrate linkages between
various teaching practices and student outcomes continued to proliferate and
summaries of the yield of research on teaching were produced. (Ellett & Teddlie,
2003, p. 105)
These literature-based concepts began to outline the expectations included in many
teacher evaluation systems (Daley & Kim, 2010; Ellett & Teddlie, 2003; Medley, 1977).
Significant education reform in the 1980s and 1990s, as a result of a growing
demand for accountability for student learning, included teacher evaluation as many
policymakers viewed teacher effectiveness “as the bottom line in efforts to improve
education in the USA” (Ellett & Teddlie, 2003, p. 106). At the time, over 30 years of
research on the link between teacher behavior and student outcomes contributed to
further development of teacher evaluation systems as a part of school reform efforts
(Daley & Kim, 2010; Ellett & Teddlie, 2003). The passing of the NCLB Act in 2001 led
to increased state oversight of teacher evaluation practices and began a shift towards
systemic teacher evaluation reform (Daley & Kim, 2010; Hazi & Arredondo Rucinski,
2009).
The No Child Left Behind Act,
Teacher Quality, and Teacher
Evaluation
There were many layers to NCLB, and the legislation was designed to distribute
responsibility for student achievement amongst states, school districts, and schools
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(Tucker & Stronge, 2006). Of all the layers addressed in the legislation, “many see the
linchpin of these reform efforts as the push to improve teacher quality” (Tucker &
Stronge, 2006, p. 153). There was increased state oversight of school district evaluation
practices with a standardized definition of teacher quality, standards for evaluator
training, and requirements of data collection as an evaluation practice (Daley & Kim,
2010; Hazi & Arredondo Rucinski, 2009).
The inclusion of teacher quality was viewed as a positive aspect of NCLB, but the
focus on teacher credentials over actual performance would become a notable drawback
(Laster, 2013; Toch & Rothman, 2008). Kane and Staiger (2005) found teacher
certification had no correlation with student achievement, and in some cases unlicensed
teachers produced higher results than their certified equivalents. NCLB “unwittingly
intensified public education’s culture of credentialism” (Toch & Rothman, 2008, p. 2)
and “failed in its focus on growing more capable teachers for individual students”
(Laster, 2013, p. 1). This policy emphasis on credentials was one of a myriad of reasons
why traditional teacher evaluation was ineffective at the end of the 2000s (Papay, 2012;
Toch & Rothman, 2008; Tuytens & Devos, 2014; Weisberg, Sexton, Mulhern, &
Keeling, 2009).
Issues with Traditional Teacher
Evaluation
A number of published studies have identified the issues with traditional teacher
evaluation as a method for teacher development, and these issues lie in both the design
and implementation of the evaluation systems (Daley & Kim, 2010; Danielson, 2012;
Duke, 1990; Marzano & Toth, 2013; Murphy, Hallinger, & Heck, 2013; Papay, 2012;
Toch & Rothman, 2008; Tuytens & Devos, 2014; Weisberg et al., 2009). By 2008, about
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seven years after NCLB was passed, teacher evaluation focused on credentials over
quality, relied on ineffective and infrequent drive-by observations, and was too simplistic
to be used to improve instruction (Toch & Rothman, 2008). Teachers received little
constructive feedback and saw evaluation as a ritual to “be endured, not as professional
evaluations designed to ensure quality and boost performance” (Papay, 2012, p. 137).
Overall, teacher evaluation was a perfunctory exercise doing little to accurately assess
teacher performance, stimulate professional growth, or improve student learning
(Marzano & Toth, 2013; Toch & Rothman, 2008; Tuytens & Devos, 2014).
The logic was clear: teachers are the most important school-level variable
impacting student learning, not all teachers are equally effective, and a teacher evaluation
system is needed to accurately assess teacher performance and improve teacher quality
(Donaldson, 2009; Papay, 2012). Policymakers began to see the teacher evaluation
process as a powerful strategy to improve teaching and, therefore, student performance
(Hill & Grossman, 2013; Kimball, White, Milanowski, & Borman, 2004). This
understanding, along with increased public awareness of the inadequacies in teacher
evaluation systems, led to a federal impetus for teacher evaluation reform, which initiated
a flurry of changes at the state, school district, and school level (Marzano, 2012).
The Federal Impetus for Teacher
Evaluation Reform
There was little evidence of teacher evaluation practices meaningfully impacting
student learning (Marzano, 2012), and two landmark reports launched teacher evaluation
further into the spotlight (Toch & Rothman, 2008; Weisberg et al., 2009). Rush to
Judgement (Toch & Rothman, 2008) and The Widget Effect (Weisberg et al., 2009) both
showed a majority of teachers in the school districts studied were rated as satisfactory,
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even though their schools were failing and their students were not showing academic
growth. “The inadequacies of teacher evaluation systems were well known and a matter
of public discussion” (Marzano & Toth, 2013, p. 3), and new federal programming would
further this attention.
In 2009, President Barack Obama announced the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act, which provided $4.35 billion for the creation of the Race to the Top
(RTTT) fund, a competitive grant program rewarding states implementing reform in
specific areas (Marzano, 2012; U.S. Department of Education, 2009). The four areas
were: creating college and career-readiness standards; informing instruction through
student data management systems; recruiting, developing, and retaining effective teachers
and administrators; and turning around low-achieving schools. As a part of the
qualification requirements, states had to reform their teacher evaluation systems to
include student achievement metrics and performance-based standards (Marzano, 2012;
U.S. Department of Education, 2009).
In 2010, the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) built on the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act and provided a blueprint for reenvisioned key priorities (U.S.
Department of Education, 2010). ESSA further defined federal reform of teacher
evaluation practices. The blueprint referenced the growing body of knowledge of the
importance of effective teaching and quality teachers in the pursuit of school
improvement and increased student achievement (U.S. Department of Education, 2010).
ESSA continued the RTTT grant program to reward state efforts in defining and
assessing teachers and leaders (U.S. Department of Education, 2010).

7

Race to the Top Funding Put
Teacher Evaluation at
Center Stage
The RTTT grant program incentivized teacher evaluation reform that joined
student achievement data with more rigorous pedagogical expectations (Hill &
Grossman, 2013; Steinberg & Donaldson, 2016; Young, Range, Hvidston, & Mette,
2015). This shift put the measurement and assessment of teacher effectiveness at center
stage with policymakers, educators, and the public (Daley & Kim, 2010; Young et al.,
2015). These widespread revisions “made teachers individually accountable for student
achievement to a greater extent than ever before” (Steinberg & Donaldson, 2016, p. 340).
By 2015, 49 states (and the District of Columbia) had overhauled their teacher evaluation
legislation and 43 states had systems that included objective measures of student
achievement (Doherty & Jacobs, 2015; Minnici, 2014). RTTT and ESSA effectively used
federal incentives to change the entire landscape of teacher evaluation (Cantrell & Kane,
2013; Daley & Kim, 2010; Darling-Hammond, 2014; Hill & Grossman, 2013; Laster,
2013; Minnici, 2014; Steinberg & Donaldson, 2016; Young et al., 2015).
The Changing Landscape of
Teacher Evaluation in
Colorado
Policymakers in Colorado began to reform teacher evaluation in 2010 with the
passing of Senate Bill 10-191 which became the Educator Effectiveness Act (2010). The
act was based on the core principle that an evaluation process should be “comprehensive,
professionally useful and focused on student achievement” (Colorado Department of
Education [CDE], 2015, p. 6). Colorado qualified to receive $17.9 million in RTTT
funding in 2011 (U.S. Department of Education, 2016). The CDE continued the work
outlined by the Educator Effectiveness Act (2010) by developing a model evaluation
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system school districts could opt to use to meet the requirements of the new legislation
(CDE, 2015; Doherty & Jacobs, 2015). The Colorado State Model Evaluation System
was piloted in 27 school districts over three years to identify needed changes and system
impacts (CDE, 2015).
In Colorado, measures of student learning comprised 50% of a teacher’s final
performance rating with the other portion being based on their score on a standards-based
rubric comprised of five Quality Standards (CDE, 2015; Doherty & Jacobs, 2015). The
legislation also allowed for the use of student learning objectives as a way to differentiate
the annual teacher evaluation process and individualize student performance goals for
teachers in non-tested areas (Doherty & Jacobs, 2015). In 2016, 174 school districts and
boards of cooperative educational services were using the state model evaluation system
and 14 were using locally-developed evaluation systems to meet the requirements of the
Educator Effectiveness Act (CDE, 2016b). The Educator Effectiveness Act, a RTTTinitiated reform effort, impacted school districts across the state and led to sweeping
changes in teacher evaluation (Doherty & Jacobs, 2015).
Teacher Evaluation and Teacher
Development
An historical overview of teacher evaluation in the United States and a discussion
of RTTT-initiated teacher evaluation reform provide a context for the problem to be
investigated in this study. However, to fully understand the significance of the study it is
also important to briefly explore the relationship between teacher evaluation and teacher
development. Effective teacher evaluation serves two purposes: holding teachers
accountable to the expectations and supporting them in improving their teaching
practices, a phenomenon that will be referred to as teacher development (Daley & Kim,
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2010; Gordon, 2006; Hallinger, Heck, & Murphy, 2014; Marzano, 2012; Marzano &
Toth, 2013; Papay, 2012; Wheeler & Scriven, 2006; Young et al., 2015). In Chapter II, I
have included an in-depth examination of these two purposes and the implications for
teacher evaluation system design and implementation, as presented in the literature,
however, I have also introduced the concept of teacher development through teacher
evaluation here to contextualize the research problem.
When implemented effectively, the teacher evaluation process can lead to teacher
development by providing useful feedback to the teacher which then stimulates the
teacher to participate in activities that lead to professional learning (Tuytens & Devos,
2014). Professional learning refers to a “comprehensive, sustained, and intensive
approach” to improving a teacher’s ability to improve student learning (Hirsh, 2013, p.
39). Essentially, teacher engagement in professional learning activities leads to teacher
development (Hirsh, 2013; Tuytens & Devos, 2014). The link between effective teacher
evaluation and teacher development through professional learning depends on three
important mechanisms: feedback to teachers is attuned to each teacher’s needs and
classroom context, the teacher evaluation process includes the chance for teachers to
discuss their practice with their evaluator, and the teacher evaluation process provides
school leaders with an awareness of teachers’ strengths and weaknesses which can be
leveraged as a part of school improvement efforts (Tuytens & Devos, 2014). The
connection between teacher evaluation and teacher development serves as a foundation to
the problem I have addressed in this study.
Statement of the Problem
Teacher evaluation has recently undergone significant changes, and much of the
policy debate has focused on teacher evaluation as a method of assessing and measuring
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teacher performance in order to hold teachers accountable for student learning (Papay,
2012). “Although assessment is clearly an important goal, the ability of a system to
promote continued teacher development should be a much greater priority” (Papay, 2012,
p. 138). How a teacher evaluation system is implemented by school district leaders and
school leaders “ultimately determines whether it will be successful at promoting teacher
development” (Kraft & Gilmour, 2016a, p. 741).
The appraisal of the success of post-RTTT teacher evaluation systems has focused
on the ability of these new systems to measure and assess teacher effectiveness (Kraft &
Gilmour, 2016b; Papay, 2012; Steinberg & Donaldson, 2016), but the greatest impact on
student learning comes from a focus on how effective implementation of these new
evaluation systems supports the development of teachers to raise the instructional quality
in American classrooms (Kraft & Gilmour, 2016a; Papay, 2012). The problem I
addressed in this study was that teacher evaluation can promote teacher development, yet
the focus of research has been overly focused on measurement and assessment of
teachers (Kraft & Gilmour, 2016b). Research needs to be done to better understand how
implementation of these new teacher evaluation systems promotes teacher development.
Purpose of the Study
Teachers are the most important school-level variable impacting student learning,
and teacher evaluation should assess teacher quality and support teacher development
(Donaldson, 2009; Papay, 2012). The degree to which teacher development is supported
and promoted by the implementation and design of the teacher evaluation process is a key
aspect of assessing effectiveness of these new teacher evaluation systems (Kraft &
Gilmour, 2016a; Papay, 2012). Focusing on how post-RTTT teacher evaluation supports
teacher development requires an examination of teacher evaluation practices at the school
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level within the context of the school district. The purpose of this qualitative study was to
explore the teacher evaluation practices that promoted teacher development at the middle
school level.
A Rationale for the Focus on Middle Schools
Middle schools were the focus of this study to boost researcher credibility and
reduce the impact of the recent shifts in student assessment on the exploration of teacher
evaluation practices that promote teacher development. The researcher is a key
instrument in any qualitative study, and my experience and background at the secondary
level enhanced the credibility of the data collection, interpretation, and analysis if
secondary sites were the focus of the study (Patton, 1999).
Teacher evaluation systems in Colorado must include metrics of student learning
as measured by standardized student assessments (CDE, 2015). The landscape of student
assessment has shifted several times since the implementation of the newly designed
teacher evaluation systems (CDE, n.d.b). There were many changes to student assessment
at the high school level, yet student assessment at the middle school level had remained
unchanged since 2012 (CDE, n.d.a). For this reason, middle schools provided a more
stable setting for research regarding teacher evaluation practices and were the focus of
this study. I have discussed this rationale more thoroughly in the research setting and site
selection sections of Chapter III.
Research Question
Quality implementation of new teacher evaluation systems is critical to promoting
teacher development (Daley & Kim, 2010; Papay, 2012; Stronge, 2006). Every school
district in Colorado had been implementing these new teacher evaluation systems for at
least three years, and it was important to explore how school district leaders and school
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leaders implemented and utilized these teacher evaluation systems to improve instruction.
The following research question guided this investigation: what teacher evaluation
practices promote teacher development in two middle schools on the front range with
positive teacher perception of teacher evaluation practices as measured by the 2015
Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and Learning (TELL) Colorado Survey?
Definition of Terms
Many different terms are used throughout this study to describe and explore
teacher evaluation system design and implementation. The following terms are defined to
provide clarity when discussing the complexity of teacher evaluation:
Evaluator: this term can refer to anyone that carries out the teacher evaluation process
(CDE, 2016b). However, this term traditionally, and most commonly, refers to
principals, assistant principals, and deans (Cantrell & Kane, 2013; Weisberg et al.,
2009), which is how the term has been used within this study.
Non-probationary teacher: a tenured teacher who has earned three consecutive years of
demonstrated effectiveness and is provided hiring priority and protection from
non-renewal unless deemed ineffective for two consecutive years (CDE, 2016b;
Kahlenberg, 2015).
Probationary teacher: a non-tenured teacher who has not yet earned non-probationary
status, has no legal rights to their job, and can be non-renewed per evaluator
decision (CDE, 2016b; Kahlenberg, 2015).
Professional development: the planning or programming that includes both the formal
and informal processes that lead to teacher development and support the
improvement of classroom practices (Mizell, 2010).
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Professional learning: “a comprehensive, sustained, and intensive approach to
improving teachers’ and principals’ effectiveness in raising student achievement”
(Hirsh, 2013, p. 39). Professional learning conceptualizes the idea that teachers
engage in professional learning activities that create shared responsibility for
student performance (Geijsel, Sleegers, Stoel, & Krüger, 2009; Hirsh, 2013).
Professional learning activities: activities that teachers engage in to keep up-to-date
with knowledge and research on teaching, change their practice, experiment, and
reflect on their teaching (Geijsel et al., 2009). Professional learning activities
promote professional learning as part of professional development in a school or
school district (Geijsel et al., 2009; Hirsh, 2013; Mizell, 2010; Tuytens & Devos,
2014).
Professional practices rubric: the standards-based tool, comprised of five Quality
Standards, utilized to rate educators in Colorado as part of the Colorado State
Model Evaluation System (CDE, 2016b).
Standards-based rubric: a rubric, or rating tool, used to outline specific levels of
performance for each identified standard or expectation for instruction (Papay,
2012).
Teacher development: a term utilized in this study to represent the improvement of
teaching practices. An operationalized definition of teacher development is
lacking in the literature (Evans, 2008), and the terms teacher development,
professional development, professional learning, teacher growth, and teacher
improvement are often used interchangeably to represent this concept (Cantrell &
Kane, 2013; Daley & Kim, 2010; Danielson, 2012; Looney, 2011; Marzano &
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Toth, 2013; Papay, 2012; Wise, Darling-Hammond, McLaughlin, & Bernstein,
1985). For consistency, the term teacher development has been used in this study
to represent this concept. If these derivative terms were used in different sources
cited in this study, then the term teacher development was substituted as long as
the context of the original source was maintained. The terminology in direct
quotes was not adjusted.
Teacher effectiveness: a teacher’s ability to improve student learning (DarlingHammond, 2014; Tucker & Stronge, 2006).
Teacher evaluation: A process, often carried out by a school leader, conducted to
accomplish the purposes of assessing a teacher’s performance to make
employment decisions and supporting the teacher’s development to improve
teacher effectiveness (Daley & Kim, 2010; Gordon, 2006; Hallinger et al., 2014;
Marzano, 2012; Marzano & Toth, 2013; Papay, 2012; Wheeler & Scriven, 2006;
Young et al., 2015).
Teacher quality: the personal characteristics, skills, and expertise a person brings to
teaching (Darling-Hammond, 2014; Tucker & Stronge, 2006).
Significance of the Study
Teacher evaluation in the early 2000s was ineffective and needed improvement
(Toch & Rothman, 2008; Weisberg et al., 2009). Policymakers began to recognize the
growing body of evidence illustrating the importance of an effective teacher in improving
student learning (Marzano & Toth, 2013; Ritter & Barnett, 2016), and teacher evaluation
began to be seen as a “powerful lever of teacher and school improvement” (Toch &
Rothman, 2008, p. 1). The RTTT grant program led to sweeping reform of teacher
evaluation system design and implementation at the state level (Darling-Hammond, 2014;
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Steinberg & Donaldson, 2016), yet little has changed in the way of teacher effectiveness
ratings since these widespread changes (Kraft & Gilmour, 2016b). There is “little
evidence about the degree to which these reforms have fundamentally changed the
distribution of teacher performance ratings” (Kraft & Gilmour, 2016b, p. 4). Furthermore,
policymakers seem to have ignored the fact that the use of teacher evaluation to promote
teacher development is key to comprehensive improvement in teacher effectiveness and
that the success of the new teacher evaluation systems are ultimately dependent on those
who implement them (Kraft & Gilmour, 2016b; Papay, 2012).
Given the importance of those implementing the new teacher evaluation systems,
this study was significant as it aimed to explore how school leaders promoted teacher
development through the teacher evaluation process. While the overall effectiveness
rating of teachers may not have changed since the teacher evaluation system overhaul
(Kraft & Gilmour, 2016b), the assumption should not be made that teachers evaluated
using the new systems have not improved or become more effective. Understanding the
mechanisms through which new teacher evaluation system design and implementation
promoted teacher development is important to informing future teacher evaluation system
legislation, design, and implementation.
Conclusion
I have outlined the purpose and significance of this study in this chapter and
contextualized the purpose with pertinent background information about teacher
evaluation reform, its implementation, and the connection to teacher development. A
well-structured and properly implemented teacher evaluation system is a key aspect of
school improvement (Stronge, 2006). In this study, I aimed to explore the teacher
evaluation practices that promoted teacher development. In Chapter II, I have included a
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detailed review of the literature where the importance and purposes of teacher evaluation,
the issues with traditional teacher evaluation, and the mechanisms through which teacher
evaluation increases teacher effectiveness are discussed. My research methodology for
exploring the teacher evaluation practices that promoted teacher development is
discussed in Chapter III. A context and participant description is included in Chapter IV
with a discussion of findings in Chapter V. Finally, conclusions drawn from the findings
and implications for school and school district leaders are detailed in Chapter VI.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Federal legislation and public awareness have pushed teacher evaluation into the
spotlight as a strategy for improving schools (Marzano & Toth, 2013). Mounting
evidence to support the importance of the classroom teacher, the shift in focus to
accountability for student learning, and the dismal state of teacher evaluation at the turn
of the 21st century created the foundation for a federal impetus for teacher evaluation
reform (Hallinger et al., 2014; Marzano & Toth, 2013; Murphy et al., 2013; Papay,
2012). However, there has been limited research to help educational leaders understand
the consequences of these new teacher evaluation systems (Steinberg & Donaldson,
2016).
Teacher evaluation improves teacher effectiveness through specific mechanisms
that give insight into the role of the school leader in promoting teacher development
(Hallinger et al., 2014). To understand these mechanisms, it is crucial to first examine
dominating concepts around teacher effectiveness, the teacher evaluation process, and the
design and implementation of teacher evaluation systems. In this literature review, I have
provided an overview by addressing the impact and definition of effective teachers, the
purposes of teacher evaluation, the issues with traditional teacher evaluation, what the
research tells educators about the aspects of effective teacher evaluation design and
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implementation, the relationship between teacher evaluation and teacher development,
and the interplay between teacher evaluation, teacher effectiveness, and school culture.
Effective Teachers
The research on the impact of teacher quality on student learning is clear: teachers
are the most significant school-level variable shaping student growth (Corcoran, 2007;
Dee & Wyckoff, 2013; Ingersoll, 2007; Looney, 2011; Minnici, 2014; Papay, 2012;
Steinberg & Donaldson, 2016). When controlled for outside variables, individual teachers
account for the largest impact on student learning, and the residual effects of poor
teaching last long after the students matriculate (Gordon, Kane, & Staiger, 2006;
Konstantopoulos & Chung, 2011; Looney, 2011; Wright et al., 1997). Teacher quality
and teacher effectiveness fluctuate from teacher to teacher, and this variation in
performance has made the assessment of teacher quality an important thread in education
policy (Daley & Kim, 2010).
Starting in the 1980s, school improvement policies shifted from focusing on
inputs and policy compliance to focusing on student outcomes and measurable results of
student learning (Hallinger et al., 2014; Murphy et al., 2013). The strong correlation
between teacher quality and student learning indicates that improving teacher quality is a
high leverage strategy to school improvement (Daley & Kim, 2010; Marzano & Toth,
2013; Tucker & Stronge, 2006; Wright et al., 1997). In fact, Tucker and Stronge (2006)
found:
the variance in student achievement gains attributable to teachers was two to three
times as great as that of the schools students attended, suggesting that policies
addressing teacher effectiveness would yield greater gains than those addressing
school improvement efforts. (p. 154)
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The logic then follows that reform of teacher evaluation, a process used to measure
teacher quality and “a critical lever for improving the quality of teaching” (Daley & Kim,
2010, p. 4), should be used to improve teaching, learning, and schools themselves
(Hallinger et al., 2014; Kimball et al., 2004). “Considerable evidence has accumulated
about the cardinal position of teachers and teaching in the school improvement equation”
(Murphy et al., 2013, p. 349). However, before exploring teacher evaluation as a
mechanism for directly improving teaching and schools, it is important to first explore the
definition of teacher quality and identify a framework for conceptualizing teacher
effectiveness.
Teacher effectiveness and teacher quality are terms often used interchangeably to
describe everything from content knowledge to teacher abilities to the impact on student
achievement (Young et al., 2015). However, it is important to delineate between the two
terms to understand the study of teacher evaluation and its evolution as a school reform
effort. Medley and Shannon (1994) first identified three aspects of teacher quality:
teacher competence, teacher performance, and teacher outcomes. Teacher competence
described the certification and qualifications necessary to teach (Medley & Shannon,
1994). Teacher performance described the complex set of skills and knowledge a teacher
should possess, and teacher outcomes referred to a teacher’s ability to help students reach
a specific and measureable educational outcome (Medley & Shannon, 1994; Tucker &
Stronge, 2006).
Tucker and Stronge (2006) and Darling-Hammond (2014) modernized the work
of Medley and Shannon (1994) to support the argument that the literature had
inaccurately used teacher quality and teacher effectiveness interchangeably. Teacher
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quality should be conceptualized as a cluster of personal characteristics, skills, and
expertise a person brings to teaching, while teacher effectiveness specifically refers to the
assessment of a teacher based on measures of student learning (Darling-Hammond, 2014;
Tucker & Stronge, 2006). This distinction is important in understanding the role and
purpose of teacher evaluation as well as the design and implementation of newly
reformed teacher evaluation systems focused on student outcomes.
The Purposes of Teacher Evaluation
Scriven (1967), one of the first scholars to explore the purpose of teacher
evaluation, defined it as a “methodological activity which is essentially similar whether
we are trying to evaluate coffee machines or teaching machines, plans for a house or
plans for a curriculum” (p. 40). Scriven (1967) argued that the specific roles and activities
of evaluation can become a barrier to accomplishing the goal of evaluation if that goal is
not clearly articulated and communicated. Scriven (1967) was alluding to the phenomena
of the competing purposes of teacher evaluation which would become a focus of the
literature on the topic for the next 50 years.
Wise et al. (1985) postulated four basic purposes of teacher evaluation and framed
them in a matrix. One side was labeled with level, and the other side was labeled with
purpose. The purposes were based on whether the evaluation was assessing for
improvement or accountability (purpose) and whether the results would be applied to the
individual or the organization (level). Wise et al. (1985) noted that individual and
collective teacher improvement was the primary goal, and the processes and methods
determined the purpose of the evaluation system.
Conceptualizations developed since the 1990s simplify the purposes of teacher
evaluation to two main purposes: hold teachers accountable by measuring teacher
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performance to make personnel decisions and promote teacher growth and support
teacher development (Beerens, 2000; Daley & Kim, 2010; Danielson, 2012; Duke, 1990;
Gordon, 2006; Hallinger et al., 2014; Looney, 2011; Marzano, 2012; Marzano & Toth,
2013; Stronge, 2006; Young et al., 2015). While the terminology used to describe each
purpose may differ from author to author (see Table 1), the concepts are consistent. The
sources included in Table 1 were selected to show a range of ways the two purposes are
described in the literature.
Table 1
Terminology Utilized by Sources to Describe the Two Purposes of Teacher Evaluation
Source

Terminology to describe summative purpose

Terminology to describe formative purpose

Beerens (2000)

“to remediate or eliminate weak teachers” (p.
9)

“to improve teacher effectiveness”
“to encourage professional growth” (p. 9)

Daley & Kim (2010)

“accountability” (p. 5)

“personal growth” (p. 5)

Danielson (2012)

“to ensure quality” (p. 23)

“to promote professional development” (p.
24)

Duke (1990)

“accountability” (p. 131)

“professional growth” (p. 131)

Gordon (2006)

“summative evaluation (for personnel
decisions” (p. 269)

“formative evaluation (for professional
development)” (p. 269)

Hallinger et al.
(2014)

“‘weeding out’ the weakest teachers” (p. 8)

“provide teachers with meaningful feedback,
thereby resulting in improved quality of
instruction and growth in student learning”
(p. 8)

Looney (2011)

“for accountability (high stakes rewards
and/or sanctions)” (p. 440)

“for improvement (professional
development targeted to identified needs and
support for innovation)” (p. 440)

Marzano (2012)

“measuring teachers” (p. 15)

“developing teachers” (p. 15)

Marzano & Toth
(2013)

“measurement” (p. 41)

“development” (p. 40)

Stronge (2006)

“documenting the quality of teacher
performance” (p. 1)

“helping teachers improve their performance
as well as holding them accountable for their
work” (p. 1)

Young et al. (2015)

“an accountability purpose in determining
how well teachers are meeting expectations”
(p. 159)

“a professional growth purpose by which
data are collected about teachers’
performance including strengths and
weaknesses” (p. 159)
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The accountability-based aspect of teacher evaluation enables school leaders to
use teacher evaluation to assess how well teachers do their job, remove teachers not
meeting expectations, and reward top-performing teachers (Papay, 2012). Summative
assessments are also used to document performance, ensure quality, and hold teachers
accountable (Danielson, 2012; Steinberg & Donaldson, 2016; Stronge, 2006). Danielson
(2012) added that public schools receive public funding and taxpayers deserve quality
instruction, and the teacher evaluation process should support this accountability.
The formative purpose of teacher evaluation supports developing skills, helping
teachers improve their performance, and promoting teacher development through
professional learning (Danielson, 2012; Steinberg & Donaldson, 2016; Stronge, 2006).
Through the formative lens, teacher evaluation can strengthen instructional capacity and
“provide valuable information to drive professional growth and, as such, can raise teacher
effectiveness” (Papay, 2012, p. 124). The teacher evaluation process becomes a
professional learning tool and helps to continuously develop and support teachers (Papay,
2012).
A powerful and repeating theme in the literature is the antithetical nature of these
two purposes and the impact of this nature on the efficacy of teacher evaluation practices
(Duke, 1990; Hallinger et al., 2014; Tuytens & Devos, 2014; Young et al., 2015). Duke
(1990) first observed “conventional teacher evaluation systems tend to focus on
accountability to the virtual exclusion of professional growth” (p. 131). Hallinger et al.
(2014) explored the concept more philosophically by examining how the summative
function of teacher evaluation hinders teacher motivation to change and decreases
collegiality and trust, both of which are vitally important to the use of teacher evaluation
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for development and growth purposes. However, too much emphasis on improvement
and development does not always hold teachers accountable or allow for difficult
personnel decisions (Hallinger et al., 2014).
Stronge (1995) and Tuytens and Devos (2014) argued that a well-designed
evaluation system with proper implementation could resolve the antithetical nature and
balance the two purposes to support the needs of the individual and the organization.
However, the reality at the end of the 20th century was that the design and
implementation of teacher evaluation systems were not serving either purpose (Gordon,
2006; Papay, 2012; Weisberg et al., 2009). Teacher evaluation was broken and needed
fixing (Gordon, 2006; Papay, 2012; Weisberg et al., 2009). Exploring the issues with
traditional teacher evaluation before reforms initiated by the Race to the Top (RTTT)
grant program helps to explore why teacher evaluation was included as a centerpiece in
federal reform efforts (Minnici, 2014).
The Issues with Traditional Teacher Evaluation
A voluminous corpus of research exists documenting the issues with traditional
teacher evaluation prior to the broad overhaul in 2009 (Daley & Kim, 2010; Danielson,
2012; Doherty & Jacobs, 2015; Duke, 1990; Guthrie & Springer, 2004; Hallinger et al.,
2014; Hill & Grossman, 2013; Marzano & Toth, 2013; Murphy et al., 2013; Papay, 2012;
Weisberg et al., 2009; Woulfin, Donaldson, & Gonzales, 2016). Weisberg et al. (2009)
succinctly described the issue when they wrote “A teacher’s effectiveness -- the most
important factor for schools in improving student achievement -- is not measured,
recorded, or used to inform decision-making in any meaningful way” (p. 3). Teacher
evaluation was doing very little to support or inform teacher development or discern
struggling teachers from successful teachers (Darling-Hammond, 2014; Darling-
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Hammond, Amrein-Beardsley, Haertel, & Rothstein, 2012; Minnici, 2014). Essentially,
teacher evaluation was failing to fulfill either of its purposes of accountability or
development, and there were issues with both the design and implementation of the
evaluation systems.
Issues with teacher evaluation system design reduced the process to a perfunctory
set of time-consuming and labor-intensive checklists dependent on meaningless teacher
observations as the sole data source (Daley & Kim, 2010; Minnici, 2014; Toch &
Rothman, 2008). This reliance on limited data led to an overly simplistic assessment of
teaching and a lack of teacher trust and buy-in (Toch & Rothman, 2008). The No Child
Left Behind (NCLB) Act dictated the use of credentials over performance in identifying
quality teachers, which devalued the practice of teaching and undercut the motivation for
teachers to grow (Toch & Rothman, 2008). The lack of opportunity for teacher ownership
or engagement in designing evaluation systems impacted the credibility of the systems
and became a barrier to teacher improvement (Toch & Rothman, 2008).
Many of the significant problems with traditional teacher evaluation stemmed
from the implementation of the systems (Danielson, 2012; Tuytens & Devos, 2014;
Weisberg et al., 2009). Incompetent teachers were often granted good ratings and
excellent teachers were rarely recognized or rewarded (Danielson, 2012; Tuytens &
Devos, 2014; Weisberg et al., 2009). This was due to several factors: teacher evaluation
systems being reduced to checklists with little opportunity for evaluators to clearly
articulate areas for improvement, evaluators conducting too few observations to
accurately identify teachers with performance concerns, and evaluator reluctance to
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engage in difficult conversations due to personal discomfort (Danielson, 2012; Kraft &
Gilmour, 2016b; Weisberg et al., 2009).
Outdated evaluation systems based on overly simplified checklists often
prevented evaluators from providing meaningful feedback to develop teachers even if
they had the skills to do so (Weisberg et al., 2009). Evaluators were often overly focused
on following the checklists which created a missed opportunity to use the process as a
tool for teacher development or accountability (Toch & Rothman, 2008). This was
exacerbated by infrequent and short classroom observations that only provided a limited
snapshot of teachers’ instructional practices (Weisberg et al., 2009). In fact, Weisberg et
al. (2009) found that over 80 percent of the 15,000 teachers included in their study were
observed three or fewer times per school year, a total including both formal observations
and informal walk-through observations, before being assigned a final evaluation rating,
and 85 percent of these observations on average lasted less than 45 minutes. Even if
evaluators used a teacher evaluation system designed to provide opportunities for
meaningful feedback and spent adequate time observing teachers through the evaluation
process, they often avoided the uncomfortable conversations associated with less than
satisfactory ratings (Kraft & Gilmour, 2016b).
A vast majority of teachers were being inaccurately assessed as satisfactory with
little guidance towards improvement (Kraft & Gilmour, 2016b; Weisberg et al., 2009).
Even when given meaningful feedback, the professional learning activities offered were
not aligned with teachers’ needs as identified through the evaluation process (Tuytens &
Devos, 2014; Weisberg et al., 2009). This further hampered the opportunity to develop
teachers through the teacher evaluation process (Tuytens & Devos, 2014).

26

School leaders were also reluctant to invest in the teacher evaluation process due
to a lack of time and perceived uselessness of the process in truly improving teacher
quality (Tuytens & Devos, 2014). Donaldson (2009) called it the Lake Wobegon effect:
the cyclical phenomena of evaluator failure resulting in a lack of teacher motivation to
improve, which, in turn, leads to deeper evaluator disengagement. Furthermore,
Donaldson (2009) posited that this phenomenon negatively impacted school culture and
further worsened the issues with teacher evaluation.
There was growing evidence supporting the need for more comprehensive
evaluation systems to better assess teacher performance (Danielson, 2012; DarlingHammond, 2014; Stronge, 2006). Policymakers began the process of reshaping teacher
evaluation systems to improve teacher quality and improve student learning by improving
teacher effectiveness (Ritter & Barnett, 2016). A new conception of teacher evaluation
began to emerge, and RTTT funding created the incentive for states and school districts
to develop comprehensive teacher evaluation systems utilizing research-validated
standards-based rubrics and objective measures of student learning as a part of teachers’
performance ratings (Danielson, 2012; Darling-Hammond, 2014; Ritter & Barnett, 2016).
The proper evaluation of teachers was a key aspect to school reform, but the literature
was perspicuous: the absence of teacher evaluation from reform efforts was not the
problem (Minnici, 2014; Papay, 2012; Stronge, 2006). Instead, it was poorly designed
evaluation systems and the use of inadequate teacher evaluation practices in the
implementation of the systems (Stronge, 2006). It was essential that new evaluation
systems be designed with both the process and the purpose in mind to enhance rather than
undercut school performance (Laster, 2013).
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Effective Evaluation System Design and Processes
The potentially antithetical purposes of teacher evaluation were seen as a barrier
to creating a single effective system, but it was outlined in RTTT that both purposes
should be fulfilled within one system (U.S. Department of Education, 2010).
Policymakers began reform efforts that hinged on the contention that “both purposes of
teacher support and accountability can be addressed in a single evaluation system if
carefully designed and implemented” (Daley & Kim, 2010, p. 5). While designing and
implementing an evaluation system serving both purposes has proven to be difficult,
there is no dearth of research on the effective features that should be included or on data
sources that inform these features. The new generation of post-RTTT teacher evaluation
systems commonly assess teacher quality through the combination of a standards-based
approach and a measure of student learning (Hallinger et al., 2014).
Parts of an Effective Evaluation
Standards-based performance evaluations “can provide teachers with a clear ‘line
of sight’ between their current practices and what they need to improve” (Papay, 2012, p.
134). These evaluations include clear instructional expectations in a detailed rubric
describing specific elements of each standard (Papay, 2012). Traditionally, a standardsbased rubric relies heavily on classroom observation, but can go far beyond that (Papay,
2012). This approach emerged as a way to increase the validity and reliability of
classroom observations (Papay, 2012). Studies have found these standards-based rubrics
can predict a teacher’s ability to increase student learning (Darling-Hammond et al.,
2012; Ellett & Teddlie, 2003; Kimball et al., 2004).
A standards-based approach provides a framework for specific and actionable
feedback, enabling the evaluation process to go from capricious drive-by observations
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with little follow up to ongoing conversations between evaluator and teacher rooted in the
identified and communicated aspects of quality teaching (Danielson, 2012; Papay, 2012;
Dee & Wyckoff, 2013). A standards-based approach gives:
a much richer view of a teacher’s instructional practice because evaluators visit
classrooms several times over the course of the year. They are also based on clear
evidence and standards, rather than administrators’ hunches or judgements.
(Papay, 2012, p. 127)
The early criticism of standards-based rubrics is that the connection between a
teacher’s performance and student learning was only an assumed correlation (Hallinger et
al., 2014). However, research within the last decade has shown high teacher quality, as
measured by research-validated standards-based performance rubrics, is predictive of
increased student learning (Darling-Hammond et al., 2012; Hallinger et al., 2014;
Kimball et al., 2004). Hallinger et al. (2014) explained that the correlation between
standards-based teacher evaluations and student learning gains are still weak and unstable
when viewed across subject areas, grade levels, and intervals of time, which is why
evaluation systems should include other measures in a teacher’s performance ratings
(Danielson, 2012; Dee & Wyckoff, 2013; Steinberg & Donaldson, 2016).
Measures of student learning are included through the use of value-added models
(VAMs), student learning objectives (SLOs), or both (Daley & Kim, 2010; DarlingHammond, 2014; Darling-Hammond et al., 2012; Hallinger et al., 2014; Murphy et al.,
2013; Steinberg & Donaldson, 2016). VAMs use statistical methods to analyze a
teacher’s impact on student learning while controlling for other variables like student
background, performance entering the school year, school influences, class size, and
instructional time (Darling-Hammond et al., 2012). “Using VAMs for individual teacher
evaluation is based on the belief that measured achievement gains for a specific teacher’s
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students reflect that teacher’s ‘effectiveness’” (Darling-Hammond et al., 2012, p. 8).
Proponents see it as the most straightforward method to measure teacher performance
through student achievement, as a quality teacher should help students learn (Daley &
Kim, 2010; Toch & Rothman, 2008).
VAMs are based on the assumption that standardized tests are valid measures of
student learning and critics see VAMs as an unstable measure when viewed across
subjects and grade levels over time (Darling-Hammond et al., 2012; Murphy et al., 2013).
Also, current VAM methods “can mask the potential effects of schools in defining
teachers’ work in classrooms and may incorrectly attribute the effects of missing schoollevel variables (e.g., school academic and social organizations) to teachers” (Hallinger et
al., 2014, p. 11). One way to offset these criticisms is to supplement VAMs with other
measures, including SLOs and classroom observations conducted by competent
evaluators (Looney, 2011).
SLOs incorporate student data into the evaluation process using flexible and
measurable student performance goals to inform teacher development (Race to the Top
Technical Assistance Network, 2010; Steinberg & Donaldson, 2016). These goals can
align with state expectations, school district-created goals, or even teacher-established
objectives (Lacireno-Paquet, Morgan, & Mello, 2014). Teachers can use a variety of
measures to assess student growth, and SLOs are seen as an alternative to VAMs, which
are not always suitable for all teachers (Lacireno-Paquet et al., 2014). SLOs increase
teacher ownership and have greater potential than VAMs to engage teachers in the
evaluation process (Steinberg & Donaldson, 2016).
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Finding the Balance
There are several potential data sources to inform a teacher’s performance
assessment: standards-based rubrics to set instructional expectations and provide a
structure for feedback, VAMs as a research-validated method for incorporating student
achievement data into the evaluation process, and the use of SLOs to increase teacher
ownership by using student data to set individualized professional goals (Marzano &
Toth, 2013; Steinberg & Donaldson, 2016). There is no consensus in the literature of
which aspect is the best teacher performance measure, but there is agreement on the need
for a balance of multiple data sources (Cantrell & Kane, 2013; Daley & Kim, 2010;
Kane, Taylor, Tyler, & Wooten, 2011; Minnici, 2014; Stronge, 2006; Toch & Rothman,
2008). Comprehensive teacher evaluation systems, those utilizing multiple measures of
teacher performance, “capture a much richer picture of a teacher’s performance” (Toch &
Rothman, 2008, p. 7). This balanced approach does not just utilize different measures, but
it also weights those measures to best assess the impact on student learning (Cantrell &
Kane, 2013; Minnici, 2014).
The Measure of Effective Teaching Project and the Intensive
Partnerships for Effective Teaching Initiative
In late 2009, the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation initiated two projects: the
Measures of Effective Teaching (MET) project and the Intensive Partnerships (IP) for
Effective Teaching Initiative (Measures of Effective Teaching Project, 2010; Stecher,
Holtzman, Garet, Hamilton, Engberg, Steiner, Robyn, Baird, Gutierrez, Peet, Brodziak de
los Reyes, Fronberg, Weinberger, Hunter, & Chambers, 2018). The MET project was a
study to examine the emerging RTTT-initiated trends in teacher evaluation (Measures of
Effective Teaching Project, 2010). The multi-year study was funded by the Bill and
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Melinda Gates foundation, led by several education organizations and academic
institutions, and involved 3,000 teachers from six large urban school districts nationwide
(Measures of Effective Teaching Project, 2010). The MET project findings are well-cited
in subsequent literature examining post-RTTT evaluation practices (Cantrell & Kane,
2013; Laster, 2013; Murphy et al., 2013; Steinberg & Donaldson, 2016; Young et al.,
2015).
The first year of the study focused on the reliability of VAMs and found the
instability of VAMs are not large enough to undermine their use, and teachers with high
value-added scores tend to promote deeper student understanding (Measures of Effective
Teaching Project, 2010). Over the next two years, the project focused on whether other
specific measures could reliably identify effective teachers and how much weight each
measure should have in a performance evaluation (Cantrell & Kane, 2013). The findings
indicated a composite score comprised of a balance of multiple measures is the most
consistent and accurate way to identify effective teaching (Cantrell & Kane, 2013).
Specifically, three measures were found to be predictive of student learning: achievement
gains of the teacher’s previous year’s students on state tests, student perception surveys,
and classroom observations conducted by multiple observers (Cantrell & Kane, 2013).
Their findings suggested a statistically ideal weighting most predictive of student
learning, and the researchers recommended against heavily weighting a single measure as
each measure adds something of value to the teacher evaluation process (Cantrell &
Kane, 2013). The MET project included an extensive study on evaluation design
predictive of student learning, but this line of inquiry excluded how these systems build
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instructional capacity and improve teaching (Papay, 2012). The MET project also failed
to include the impact of implementation of these systems.
The second initiative, the IP initiative launched by the Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation was focused on teacher evaluation reform at seven selected sites: three school
districts and four charter management organizations (Stecher et al., 2018). The Bill and
Melinda Gates Foundation partnered with the RAND Corporation and the American
Institutes for Research to conduct an evaluation of the IP initiative over the six-year
implementation period. The initiative was focused on teacher evaluation and human
resources reform as mechanisms to improve teacher effectiveness and student learning
(Stecher et al., 2018). In 2018, at the conclusion of this study, the final report on the IP
initiative was released with a conclusion contradictive to the expected results: the
initiative amplified the attention to teacher evaluation in the school districts involved but
did not lead to improvement in student achievement or graduation rates (Stecher et al.,
2018). The reality was that over 575 million dollars was spent collectively by the
participating schools and school districts on the implementation of the project with no
significant impact on student learning (Stecher et al., 2018). The authors cited several
reasons for this lack of impact: incomplete implementation and lack of successful
models, problems in making use of teacher evaluation measures, changes in state and
local contexts, and insufficient attention to other factors impacting student learning
(Stecher et al., 2018).
The incomplete implementation discussed in the IP initiative final report was
related to how the school district leaders and school leaders did not develop policies and
practices that supported the translation from theory to practice (Stecher et al., 2018).
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Specifically, the implementation of professional development linked to teacher
evaluation, referred to by the authors as evaluation-linked professional development,
required innovative programming that school and school district leaders did not have the
capacity to develop (Stecher et al., 2018). This incomplete implementation became a
barrier to effectively leveraging these new teacher evaluation systems to improve teacher
effectiveness (Stecher et al., 2018).
The second possible barrier listed by the authors, the problem in making use of
teacher evaluation measures, was based on the tension between the purpose of teacher
evaluation, summative measurement versus formative development, as well as the
resistance to using teacher evaluation to make employment decisions (Stecher et al.,
2018). This tension was consistent with the concept of the antithetical nature of the two
purposes of teacher evaluation and the impact of this antithetical nature on the efficacy of
teacher evaluation practices outlined in the literature and previously discussed in this
chapter (Duke, 1990; Hallinger et al., 2014; Tuytens & Devos, 2014; Young et al., 2015).
The premise of this antithetical nature is that the teacher evaluation process cannot be
effective when it is used to both measure teacher effectiveness and support teacher
development (Duke, 1990; Hallinger et al., 2014; Tuytens & Devos, 2014; Young et al.,
2015). In the summary of the IP Initiative project, Stecher et al. (2018) suggested that the
tension between the purposes of teacher evaluation was related to a developing resistance
to utilizing teacher evaluation systems to dismiss poor-performing teachers in the schools
and school districts included in the study.
The changes in state and local contexts also contributed to the lack of impact of
the new teacher evaluation systems (Stecher et al., 2018). The authors explained that
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changes in standardized assessments led many of the schools and school districts
involved in the study to pause their implementation or shift away from the focus on the
inclusion of student achievement data in the teacher evaluation process (Stecher et al.,
2018). There were also changes in local and state political leaders during the study that
impacted the implementation of the teacher evaluation systems in the schools and school
districts included in the study (Stecher et al., 2018).
Finally, the authors posited that other variables outside of teacher evaluation and
teacher effectiveness impacted student learning (Stecher et al., 2018). Stecher et al.
(2018) explained:
Although teachers remain the most salient in-school factor in determining student
outcomes, and thus improving teaching is a plausible lever for improvement,
differences among teachers explain only a small percentage of the variation in
student achievement. (p. 502)
The authors identified many other factors that could have also impacted student
achievement in the schools and school districts studied: early childhood education, the
social and emotional abilities of the students, the school learning environment, and
student support from families outside of the school day (Stecher et al., 2018).
While all four potential factors contributing to the lack of impact of the
implementation of a new teacher evaluation system are important to acknowledge, the
issues with evaluation-linked professional development and the tension between the two
purposes of teacher evaluation were most related to the scope of this study (Stecher et al.,
2018). Both of these issues are related to the balance between measuring teacher
effectiveness and supporting teacher development. A teacher evaluation system should be
designed to accurately measure effective teaching and predict student learning, but
understanding how teacher evaluation implementation actually develops teachers and
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improves teacher effectiveness is also a key aspect to consider (Daley & Kim, 2010;
Papay, 2012; Ritter & Barnett, 2016).
Teacher Development
Teachers are adult learners who learn best when they see a need for their learning,
their learning opportunities are context specific, their learning occurs over time in a
collegial and collaborative way, and their professionalism is validated (Beerens, 2000;
Ponticell, 1995; Ritter & Barnett, 2016; Ziemke & Ross, 2014). Teacher development is
dependent on the engagement in meaningful professional learning activities as a part of a
professional development program (Mizell, 2010; Tuytens & Devos, 2014; Ziemke &
Ross, 2014). The link between teacher development, professional development, and
teacher evaluation is an important connection to be explored in order to understand how
teacher evaluation practices can promote teacher development (Tuytens & Devos, 2014;
Ziemke & Ross, 2014).
Professional Development
Professional development includes both the formal and informal processes that
lead to teacher development, professional learning, and the support of improvement of
classroom practices (Duke, 1990; Mizell, 2010). “Professional development for teachers
in the United States is primarily funded, designed and delivered by local school districts”
(Corcoran, 2007, p. 4). Professional development is comprised of three categories of
activities: formal supervision, in-service training, and collegial learning (Corcoran,
2007). These activities, referred to by Tuytens and Devos (2014) as professional learning
activities, can include book studies, needs-based collaboration opportunities, observation
of classroom instruction, peer coaching, mentoring, problem-solving teams, department
or grade level meetings, online courses, college courses, workshops, conferences, or even
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school-wide or school district-wide improvement programs (Mizell, 2010). While each of
these individual professional learning activities can contribute to teacher development,
the focus of their inclusion in this study is to provide examples of the types of learning
activities that can be part of professional development.
Engaging in these professional learning activities can help teachers develop and
improve their classroom practices, but these efforts have a more systemic impact when
they are a part of a larger professional development program or process (Beerens, 2000;
Ziemke & Ross, 2014). It is important that the professional learning activities, as a part of
a larger professional development program or process, be linked to both collective staff
needs and individual teacher needs (Beerens, 2000; Ziemke & Ross, 2014). This critical
link between professional development and teacher needs can be informed by the teacher
evaluation process (Beerens, 2000; Chen, 2013; Ziemke & Ross, 2014).
Teacher Evaluation Promotes
Teacher Development
Through Professional
Learning
Much of the policy focus around teacher evaluation reform has been placed on
assessing teacher performance and not on developing teachers and improving
instructional practices (Daley & Kim, 2010). A clear purpose of teacher evaluation must
be teacher development and should illustrate a commitment to professional learning to
reiterate that “every teacher has the responsibility to be involved in a career-long quest to
improve practice” (Danielson, 2012, p. 24). As previously mentioned in Chapter I,
Tuytens and Devos (2014) explained that the link between effective teacher evaluation
and teacher development through professional learning depends on three important
mechanisms: feedback to teachers is attuned to each teachers’ needs and classroom
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context, the teacher evaluation process includes the chance for teachers to discuss their
practice with their evaluator, and the teacher evaluation process provides school leaders
with an awareness of teachers’ strengths and weaknesses which can be leveraged as a part
of school improvement efforts. It is important for school leaders to focus on how
professional learning can be encouraged through both informal and formal activities as a
part of professional development, and teacher evaluation is a process that can allow for
this to happen (Chen, 2013).
The connection between teacher evaluation and teacher development through
professional learning can be seen as one process informing the other or as the process
itself serving as the professional learning opportunity (Steinberg & Donaldson, 2016;
Stronge, 2006; Toch & Rothman, 2008; Tuytens & Devos, 2014; U.S. Department of
Education, 2010). The former approach is predicated on the concept that the teacher
evaluation process informs professional development planning and implementation
(Steinberg & Donaldson, 2016; Stronge, 2006; Toch & Rothman, 2008; Tuytens &
Devos, 2014; U.S. Department of Education, 2010). The teacher evaluation process
allows this by providing evaluators, usually the building administrators, with an
opportunity to identify trends in the instructional strengths and weaknesses of teachers to
inform professional development programming (Gordon, 2006; Danielson, 2012; Hirsh,
2013; Papay, 2012; Steinberg & Donaldson, 2016; Tuytens & Devos, 2014; U.S.
Department of Education, 2010; Woulfin et al., 2016; Ziemke & Ross, 2014).
The process-based conceptualization of the connection between teacher
evaluation and professional development asserts that the evaluation process itself can be a
professional learning activity, and teacher evaluation is less about a final rating and more
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about the process (Danielson, 2012; Minnici, 2014; Ritter & Barnett, 2016; Taylor &
Tyler, 2012). This happens when the evaluation process incorporates teacher selfassessment and self-reflection, encourages administrators and teachers to engage in
professional conversations, and motivates teachers to collaborate to improve their
instruction (Danielson, 2012; Hirsh, 2013; Minnici, 2014; Stronge, 2006; Taylor & Tyler,
2012; Ziemke & Ross, 2014). Danielson (2012) argued this approach:
yields benefits far beyond the important goal of quality assurance. Such an
approach provides the vehicle for teacher development by providing opportunities
for professional conversation around agreed-on standards of practice. (p. 27)
Regardless of whether the connection to professional learning is due to the information
gathered by the process or by the engagement of teachers in the process itself, teacher
evaluation can serve as the missing link between teacher development and the
improvement of classroom practices (Tuytens & Devos, 2014).
Strategies for Linking Teacher
Evaluation and Teacher
Development
There are many strategies that can be employed by evaluators, most often school
leaders, to link teacher evaluation and teacher development (Gordon, 2006; Kane et al.,
2011; Papay, 2012; Ritter & Barnett, 2016; Tuytens & Devos, 2014; Young et al., 2015).
Most strategies, as outlined in the literature, are focused on behaviors or approaches
school leaders use to strengthen the link between teacher evaluation, professional
learning activities, and professional development (Gordon, 2006; Kane et al., 2011;
Papay, 2012; Ritter & Barnett, 2016; Tuytens & Devos, 2014; Young et al., 2015).
School leaders should provide specific and meaningful feedback to teachers (Tuytens &
Devos, 2014), emphasize professional learning and teacher development during the
teacher evaluation process (Young et al., 2015), promote the use of teacher evaluation as
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a professional learning tool (Kane et al., 2011; Papay, 2012), and encourage professional
learning on both an individual and group basis for teachers throughout the teacher
evaluation process (Gordon, 2006).
Aligning professional development and teacher evaluation is an auspicious
strategy for supporting teacher development, and it is most effective when all parts of the
evaluation process are included in this alignment (Ritter & Barnett, 2016). One strategy
that can be utilized to fully align all parts of the teacher evaluation process with
professional development is the use of professional growth plans (Beerens, 2000; Ziemke
& Ross, 2014). Professional growth plans help school leaders support teacher
development by focusing professional learning activities on specific teacher needs and
creating a systemic approach to teacher development (Beerens, 2000; Ziemke & Ross,
2014).
Developing a professional growth plan requires teachers to identify areas of
improvement, set goals to improve their practice, identify professional learning activities
to target those areas of improvement, and recognize potential barriers to improving
instructional practice (Ziemke & Ross, 2014). This process can promote self-reflection
and self-assessment, encourage teacher metacognition and critical thinking, stimulate
teacher engagement in professional learning activities, and align professional learning
opportunities with the school or school district focus (Beerens, 2000; Tuytens & Devos,
2014; Ziemke & Ross, 2014).
Professional growth plans can also serve as a method for systemically connecting
teacher evaluation to teacher development (Beerens, 2000; Ziemke & Ross, 2014). This
connection happens in two ways: the professional growth plan implementation and
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effectiveness can be monitored through direct observation as a part of the teacher
evaluation process or observations can be used to help an evaluator guide a teacher
towards identifying meaningful and relevant goals as a part of their professional growth
plans (Beerens, 2000; Ziemke & Ross, 2014). Both mechanisms serve as a critical link
between teacher evaluation and teacher development (Ziemke & Ross, 2014).
Linking Teacher Development to
Teacher Effectiveness and
School Improvement
Engaging in professional learning activities supports teacher development and
improves instructional practices (Tuytens & Devos, 2014). This can be more effective
when the professional learning activities are a part of a professional development
program informed by all parts of the teacher evaluation process (Beerens, 2000;
Danielson, 2012; Gordon, 2006; Hill & Grossman, 2013; Steinberg & Donaldson, 2016;
Tuytens & Devos, 2014; Taylor & Tyler, 2012; Young et al., 2015; Ziemke & Ross,
2014). Hallinger et al. (2014) took this link a step further and explored how teacher
evaluation impacts teacher effectiveness, student achievement, and school improvement.
How Teacher Evaluation Improves
Teacher Effectiveness
The literature is laden with evidence supporting well-designed teacher evaluation
systems as a reliable measure of teacher performance (Cantrell & Kane, 2013; Hirsh,
2013; Kane et al., 2011; Kimball et al., 2004; Odden, 2004; Taylor & Tyler, 2012). There
is also a significant body of research detailing the importance of the link between teacher
evaluation and teacher development and professional development (Beerens, 2000;
Danielson, 2012; Gordon, 2006; Hill & Grossman, 2013; Steinberg & Donaldson, 2016;
Tuytens & Devos, 2014; Taylor & Tyler, 2012; Young et al., 2015; Ziemke & Ross,
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2014). However, Hallinger et al. (2014) were the first to propose “a theory of action
underlying teacher evaluation and school improvement” (p. 8).
This theory of action, illustrated in Figure 1, highlights the mechanisms through
which teacher evaluation improves teacher effectiveness, and, therefore, student
achievement (Hallinger et al., 2014). “The logic of using teacher evaluation as a strategy
for school improvement is predicated on the strength of the causal relationship between
teacher quality and growth in student learning” (Hallinger et al., 2014, p. 7). Essentially,
Hallinger et al. (2014) built the theory of action upon the assumption that the quality of
the teacher in a classroom can be associated with the contribution that teacher makes to
the learning gains of the students, a concept first explored by Sanders and Horn (1994) as
part of value-added modeling. The theory of action proposed by Hallinger et al. (2014)
explores the interrelated paths between teacher evaluation and teacher effectiveness
within the context of school improvement, which is consistent with Horn and Sander’s
(1998) conclusion that the teacher, school, and even school system have an impact on
student learning gains.
Hallinger et al. (2014) acknowledged the causal relationship between teacher
quality and student learning as part of teacher effectiveness and recognized this reasoning
as a basis for the policy logic that “teacher evaluation can and should be employed as a
tool for managing teacher quality” (Hallinger et al., 2014, p. 7). However, their focus on
the actual mechanisms or paths through which teacher evaluation improves teacher
effectiveness provides an excellent framework for conceptualizing the teacher evaluation
process through the lens of school leadership (Hallinger et al., 2014).
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Figure 1. A “theory of action underlying teacher evaluation and school improvement”
adapted from Hallinger et al. (2014, p. 8).
Two of the mechanisms follow the purposes of evaluation: filtering out poor
performers and providing feedback and support to encourage teacher development
(Hallinger et al., 2014). First, teacher evaluations should “be capable of ‘weeding out’ the
weakest teachers, those failing to produce consistently positive effects on student
learning” (Hallinger et al., 2014, p. 8). The assumption is that the replacement teacher is
more effective than the eliminated teacher, and this would improve the instructional
quality happening in the school (Woulfin et al., 2016).
The second mechanism in the theory of action is the use of feedback and support
to promote teacher development (Hallinger et al., 2014). I explored the connection
between teacher evaluation and teacher development in the previous section of this
literature review, and the connection is based on the concept that teacher evaluation
provides “teachers with meaningful feedback, thereby resulting in improved quality of
instruction and growth in student learning” (Hallinger et al., 2014, p. 8). Hallinger et al.
(2014) focused on how feedback and support link teacher evaluation to teacher
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effectiveness, but it should be noted that the link is also dependent on professional
learning activities as a part of professional development (Danielson, 2012; Ziemke &
Ross, 2014). Danielson (2012) wrote:
if we want to design teacher evaluation systems that teachers find meaningful, we
must use processes that not only are rigorous, valid, and reliable, but also engage
teachers in activities that promote learning: self-assessment, reflection on
practice, and professional conversation. (pp. 24-25)
The third mechanism proposed by Hallinger et al. (2014) was outside the wellresearched purposes of teacher evaluation. The authors called this mechanism a resultsoriented school culture and argued teacher evaluation can contribute to the development
of this culture, which then promotes improvement in the quality of both teaching and
learning (Hallinger et al., 2014). However, further analysis of the primary sources cited in
the study indicated that Hallinger et al. (2014) aggregated research on teacher
collaboration, collective efficacy, school improvement, and data-based instruction under
the umbrella of results-oriented school culture (De Fraine, Van Damme, & Onghena,
2002; Ellett & Teddlie, 2003; Hopkins & Stern, 1996; Odden, 2004; Reynolds, Muijs, &
Treharne, 2003). The interplay between teacher effectiveness and school culture is a
nuanced relationship needing further exploration before contextualizing it within the
teacher evaluation reform landscape.
The Interplay Between Teacher Effectiveness, Teacher
Evaluation, and School Culture
Teachers learn and perform best when they have opportunities to collaborate with
colleagues to develop common goals, jointly develop curriculum, and share their
expertise (Darling-Hammond, 2014). This is done best in an environment where
perpetual learning is encouraged, and teachers feel motivated to engage in meaningful
professional development to improve their instructional practices (Ziemke & Ross, 2014).
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“Teachers know what they need: a collaborative, trusting school culture that provides a
system of supports aimed at continuous improvement” (The Professional Educator, 2010,
p. 36). Collective efficacy, defined as the shared perception that the efforts of groups of
teachers as a whole positively affect students, and a culture of shared responsibility
increases the impact on all students (Hattie, 2009; Hirsh, 2013). This culture must be
strategically and intentionally built and should employ the teacher evaluation process to
link teacher effectiveness and school effectiveness (Darling-Hammond, 2014; Ellett &
Teddlie, 2003; Hirsh, 2013; Stronge, 2006; Young et al., 2015).
Effectively employing teacher evaluation to support teacher development requires
a clear goal of continuous learning and accountability (Stronge, 2006). “The evaluation
system should facilitate not only the accomplishment of the school’s goals but also
compatibility with and support for individual teacher goals” (Stronge, 2006, p. 5). If the
accomplishment of both teacher and school goals are at the root of school success, then
the teacher evaluation process will reflect this and prove meaningful for teachers to grow
(Stronge, 2006). School leaders should work to set clear school goals, align the teacher
evaluation process with these goals to boost both individual and collective teacher
efficacy, and then provide supports and professional development opportunities to
facilitate the accomplishment of both individual and organizational goals (DarlingHammond, 2014; Hirsh, 2013; Young et al., 2015).
Instructional leadership, defined as leadership focused on the “core business of
teaching and learning” (Robinson, Lloyd, & Rowe, 2008, p. 664), has typically been
associated with teacher evaluation and professional learning (Robinson et al., 2008).
However, Tuytens and Devos (2014) challenged this conception in their study on the use
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of teacher evaluation as a stimulus to teacher engagement in professional learning
activities and wrote “newer conceptions of leadership are necessary to link teacher
evaluation to improvement” (Tuytens & Devos, 2014, p. 514). They provided a
foundation for this new conception by exploring the overlap between instructional
leadership and transformational leadership, defined as leadership focused on building
capacity and inspiring teachers (Leithwood & Jantzi, 1999; Robinson, 2010; Tuytens &
Devos, 2014).
These two leadership theories overlap when exploring the relationship between
teachers and school leaders, a relationship at the foundation of teacher evaluation
(Tuytens & Devos, 2014). They found transformational leadership impacts teachers’
attitudes towards the evaluation process as a stimulus to professional learning, and
instructional leadership improves the content-specific teaching strategies they employ
(Tuytens & Devos, 2014). Leadership was found to be the most influential variable in
connecting teacher evaluation to engagement in professional learning activities (Tuytens
& Devos, 2014). The role of the school leader is vital to using teacher evaluation to
develop teachers and building a culture of continuous learning and collective efficacy
(Davis, Ellett, & Annunziata, 2002; Hirsh, 2013; Tuytens & Devos, 2014).
Summary
Over the past seven years, the RTTT grant program has put teacher evaluation in
the spotlight as a school improvement tool. A new generation of teacher evaluation
systems were initiated by this reform, and these systems were focused on overhauling
broken and perfunctory traditional evaluation practices (Marzano & Toth, 2013). These
new systems assess teachers by joining standards-based evaluation tools with measures of
student learning (Hallinger et al., 2014). However, the efficacy of these systems is not
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only dependent on their design, but also on proper implementation by school leaders. The
research clearly supports a connection between effective teacher evaluation
implementation, teacher development, and the improvement in teacher effectiveness
(Taylor & Tyler, 2012), but research is lacking on the specific teacher evaluation
practices that promote teacher development. Hallinger et al. (2014) postulated a theory of
action with three mechanisms to conceptualize the causal chain between teacher
evaluation and teacher effectiveness. Two of the mechanisms align with the
accountability and growth purposes of teacher evaluation, and the third mechanism
involves a results-oriented school culture (Hallinger et al., 2014). The degree to which
teacher development is supported and promoted by the implementation and design of the
teacher evaluation process is a key aspect of assessing effectiveness of these new teacher
evaluation systems and was the focus of this study (Kraft & Gilmour, 2016a; Papay,
2012).
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
This chapter includes the methodology used for exploring the teacher evaluation
practices that promote teacher development. I used a constructionist perspective to guide
this collective case study. In this chapter, I have included a discussion of the following:
the problem, the research question, a rationale for a qualitative design, the research
design and methodology, the research setting, the case selection process, the data
collection, the data analysis, trustworthiness, and limitations of the study.
Restatement of the Problem
Teacher evaluation has undergone significant changes since the Race to the Top
(RTTT) grant program incentivized teacher evaluation reform, and much of the policy
debate has focused on teacher evaluation as a method of assessing and measuring teacher
performance in order to hold teachers accountable for student learning (Papay, 2012).
“Although assessment is clearly an important goal, the ability of a system to promote
continued teacher development should be a much greater priority” (Papay, 2012, p.
138). How a teacher evaluation system is implemented by school district leaders and
school leaders “ultimately determines whether it will be successful at promoting teacher
development” (Kraft & Gilmour, 2016a, p. 741).
The appraisal of the success of post-RTTT teacher evaluation systems has focused
on the ability of these new systems to measure and assess teacher effectiveness (Kraft &
Gilmour, 2016b; Papay, 2012; Steinberg & Donaldson, 2016), but the greatest impact on
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student learning comes from a focus on how effective implementation of these new
evaluation systems supports the development of teachers to raise the instructional quality
in American classrooms (Kraft & Gilmour, 2016a; Papay, 2012). The problem I
addressed in this study is that teacher evaluation can promote teacher development, yet
the focus of research on the outcomes of the post-RTTT teacher evaluation systems has
been overly focused on measurement and assessment of teachers (Kraft & Gilmour,
2016b). Research needs to be done to better understand how implementation of these new
teacher evaluation systems promotes teacher development.
Research Question
Even if it were accepted that these new systems have positively impacted student
learning and teacher performance, as a limited number of studies have cautiously
suggested, the question of how school leaders’ implementation of these systems affects
their ability to improve instruction still remains (Hallinger et al., 2014). Quality
implementation of new teacher evaluation systems is critical to promoting teacher
development (Daley & Kim, 2010; Papay, 2012; Stronge, 2006). Employing the theory of
action proposed by Hallinger et al. (2014), and focusing on the mechanisms through
which teacher evaluation boosts teacher effectiveness, the aim of this study was to
explore multiple perspectives on teacher evaluation practices by investigating the
following research question: What teacher evaluation practices promote teacher
development in two middle schools on the front range with positive teacher perception of
teacher evaluation practices as measured by the 2015 Teaching, Empowering, Leading,
and Learning (TELL) Colorado Survey?
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Rationale for a Qualitative Design
Teacher evaluation has been at the forefront of school reform over the last decade,
and research has illustrated that implementation at the school level impacts whether, and
how, the process links to teacher development (Papay, 2012; Ritter & Barnett, 2016).
Because the use of teacher evaluation as a teacher development mechanism depends on
the perceptions and experiences of teachers and school leaders, I chose a qualitative
design to address the research question. A qualitative approach enabled me to collect data
in the natural setting and examine how teachers and school leaders behaved within the
context of the school culture (Creswell, 2013). To answer the research question, I
collected a holistic account of multiple perspectives at both the school and school district
level, which was best accomplished through a qualitative approach (Creswell, 2013). A
qualitative approach also provided me with the opportunity to deeply explore and
understand how teachers and school leaders interpreted their experiences of the teacher
evaluation process, the meaning those experiences gave, and how those experiences
promoted instructional improvement (Creswell, 2013; Merriam, 2009).
Research Design and Methodology
A qualitative research design gave me insight into a problem from the
perspectives of those being studied and required a study design and methodology that
corresponded with the question being explored (Merriam, 2009). However, methodology
is “more than methods or techniques or tools for research” (Morrison, 2012, p. 15), and
should instead be viewed as “a rationale for the ways in which researchers conduct
research activities” (Morrison, 2012, p. 15). In order to provide this rationale, I have
detailed the epistemological perspective, theoretical framework, methodology, and
research design of the proposed study in this section.
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Epistemological Perspective
Epistemology is the examination of the nature of human knowledge and how we
know what we know (Creswell, 1998; Schwandt, 2001). The epistemological assumption
of qualitative research is that knowledge is known through the subjective experiences of
people (Creswell, 2013). “In this understanding of knowledge, it is clear that different
people may construct meaning in different ways, even in relation to the same
phenomenon” (Crotty, 1998, p. 9). The epistemology associated most often with
qualitative research, and used for this study, is constructionism: the meaning developed
and constructed through interactions and engagement with the world within the larger
social context (Creswell, 1998; Crotty, 1998).
An approach based on constructionism framed the study through the lens of a
group, known as social construct. Hallinger et al. (2014) outlined the role of a resultsoriented school culture as a mechanism between the teacher evaluation process and
improved teacher effectiveness, and other researchers have explored the role of
collaboration and collective teacher efficacy within this culture (Darling-Hammond,
2014; Minnici, 2014). This emphasis on the group dynamic of a school and the role
school culture plays in the efficacy of the teacher evaluation process justified an approach
for this study rooted in constructionism.
Theoretical Framework
An ubiquitous aspect of qualitative research is the use of the researcher as a key
instrument within the research design (Creswell, 2013). For this reason, it was important
for me to identify a theoretical framework that “is derived from the orientation or stance”
(Merriam, 2009, p. 66) I brought to the study. I am a practicing school leader and have
experienced teacher evaluation reform through the evaluator lens and have worked to
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make the process a meaningful learning opportunity for teachers. Understanding how
growth is promoted through teacher evaluation required an identification of a framework
that represented my approach as the researcher. This framework was based on how adults
best learn within a group setting and is built on Bandura’s (1986) concept of self-efficacy
and the andragogical aspects of Knowles’ (1984) Adult Learning Theory.
In 1986, Bandura first proposed his Social Cognitive Theory, which presented “a
theoretical framework for analyzing human motivation, thought, and action from a social
cognitive perspective” (p. xi). This theory explained human functioning as “triadic
reciprocality in which behavior, cognitive, and other personal factors, and environmental
events all operate as interacting determinants of each other” (Bandura, 1986, p. 18).
Furthermore, the nature of a person is based on basic capabilities that define their ability,
or capacity, to learn. This capacity to learn, coupled with self-awareness of one’s own
learning capacity, are the foundation for self-efficacy, which is crucial to growth and
development (Bandura, 1986).
Coupling this theory of self-efficacy with an adult-specific andragogical learning
model was vital to understanding how teachers grow. The term andragogy was first
coined in 1833 by a German schoolteacher named Alexander Kapp and refers to the
process of helping adults learn (Knowles, 1990). The term began to surface in European
educational literature in the 1920s, and Knowles introduced the term into American
literature in 1968 (Knowles, 1990). Two years later Knowles proposed an andragogical
model based on several assumptions of how adults learn (Knowles, 1973; Knowles,
1990). This model included understanding the importance of learning, realizing the
learner’s own responsibility and the accompanying self-direction for learning, seeing the
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role of the learner’s experience in the new learning, understanding the importance of the
learner’s readiness to learn, having awareness of an adult learner’s life-centered
orientation to learning, and, finally, comprehending that internal pressures are the most
powerful motivator for adults learning (Knowles, 1990). I examined the connection
between teacher evaluation and teacher development using a framework of both
Bandura’s (1986) Social Cognitive Theory and Knowles’ (1990) andragogical model to
better understand how teacher evaluation practices promoted teacher learning and, in
turn, teacher development.
Research Methodology
To explore the research question, I utilized a collective case study approach
(Stake, 1995). “A case study is an in-depth exploration of a bounded system...based on
extensive data collection” (Creswell, 2012, p. 465). In this study, the bounded system was
the state of Colorado where the Educator Effectiveness Act (2010) has shifted teacher
evaluation system requirements over the past eight years. Within that bounded system
were multiple cases that could be “described and compared to provide insight into an
issue” (Creswell, 2012, p. 465). Specifically, I studied two middle schools, each in a
different school district, to describe teacher evaluation practices that promoted teacher
development at the middle school level. I selected these middle schools using purposeful
sampling strategies (Patton, 1990). This collective case study approach was advantageous
because it allowed for a rich exploration of each middle school as its own entity, while
also allowing for a cross-case analysis to identify larger themes around the
implementation of teacher evaluation systems within the school districts (Creswell, 2012;
Merriam, 2009; Stake, 1995).
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Every research design can be analyzed on its strengths and weaknesses, and the
key is not that the design is without flaw, but that the design is appropriate for the nature
of the research question (Merriam, 1998). A perceived weakness of case study research
design is it focuses on a single bounded unit so generalizations cannot be made (Merriam,
1998; Stake, 1995). However, Creswell (2013) argued the goal of qualitative research
itself is not to generalize, but to gain a rich and deep understanding of a complex issue
within the natural context. A case study approach is anchored in real-life context and
offers a method for “investigating complex social units consisting of multiple variables of
potential importance in understanding the phenomenon” (Merriam, 1998, p. 41). Because
of this advantage, a case study design is used often in educational research.
The other argued weakness of a case study design is linked to the problem of
researcher bias (Merriam, 1998). Case studies rely heavily, as many qualitative designs,
on the interpretation of the researcher as there is no broad base of data through which to
draw conclusions and control for researcher bias (Merriam, 1998). For this reason, it was
imperative that I adequately identified my own biases and created transparency around
how these biases might affect the final product (Merriam, 1998). Shields (2007) argued
that the potential influence of researcher bias is what makes case studies suitable for
holistic research because it recognizes and acknowledges that there are no simple answers
to complex issues. I have discussed these limitations and biases at the end of this chapter
after first describing the data source selection process and the details of data collection
and analysis.
Identifying the Data Sources
Carrying out qualitative research required the selection of participants and sites
that enabled me to gain insight into the phenomenon being investigated (Creswell, 2007).
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It is evident in the literature that the socio-political context, school district leader framing,
and school culture could all impact the implementation of teacher evaluation systems
(Hallinger et al., 2014; Minnici, 2014; Woulfin et al., 2016). While school district and
state-level variables were an important part of the research, the literature is abound with
studies on the primary role of school leaders in the implementation of teacher evaluation
systems (Danielson, 2012; Darling-Hammond et al., 2012; Looney, 2011; Tuytens &
Devos, 2014). The research design needed to align with this key concept, which meant
the middle schools, or cases, were the focus of the selection criteria with the school
district aspect as a secondary product of the middle school selection. Essentially,
selecting information-rich middle schools as the primary focus of the study was
prioritized over selecting school districts where larger contextual variables may have
been at play (Patton, 1990).
The schools I selected for this study were purposefully chosen to provide a setting
ripe for exploring the role of school leadership and the larger contextual variables
through both the within-case and cross-case analyses (Merriam, 2009; Patton, 1990;
Stake, 1995). “Purposeful sampling is based on the assumption that the investigator wants
to discover, understand, and gain insight and therefore must select a sample from which
the most can be learned” (Merriam, 1998, p. 77). By selecting information-rich cases, it
was possible for me to truly explore and learn about phenomena central to the topic being
investigated (Merriam, 1998; Patton, 1999). The middle schools included in this study
were selected utilizing a criterion sampling strategy, and the participants at each middle
school were selected using a combination of criterion sampling and a stratified random
sampling (LeCompte, Preissle, & Tesch, 1993; Patton, 1990). I have described the
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research setting and details of the case selection and participant selection processes in the
following section.
The Research Setting
By 2014, five years after the implementation of the RTTT grant program, fortynine states (and the District of Columbia) had redesigned their teacher evaluation
legislation (Doherty & Jacobs, 2015; Minnici, 2014). Between 2009 and 2015, the
number of states requiring the inclusion of student performance in the evaluation of
teachers tripled (Doherty & Jacobs, 2015). Colorado was one of these states with the
passing of the Educator Effectiveness Act in 2010, which required, among other things,
that 50% of a teacher’s evaluation be based on measures of student learning (Colorado
Department of Education [CDE], 2015). To meet the requirements of the new legislation,
the Colorado Department of Education (CDE) developed the Colorado State Model
Evaluation System as an option for school districts to use if they did not have a locallydeveloped system that met the requirements of the new legislation (CDE, 2015). Even
though the Educator Effectiveness Act was passed in 2010, full implementation of
teacher evaluation systems meeting the new requirements was not required until the
2016-17 school year (National Center for Teacher Quality [NCTQ], 2016). As a result,
174 school districts and cooperative boards of educational services in Colorado were
currently using the State Model Evaluation System, while 14 were using distinctive
locally-developed systems at the time of this study (CDE, 2016a).
Colorado was the research setting I chose for this study and served as the bounded
system in which the collective case study was carried out (Creswell, 2012). Colorado
provided an information-rich setting to study teacher evaluation practices, as it enabled
the exploration of teacher evaluation practices in schools where both locally-developed
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and state-developed teacher evaluation systems were being implemented (CDE, 2016a;
Patton, 1990). Studying teacher evaluation practices in Colorado ensured that variances
in both the design and the implementation of teacher evaluation systems, a delineation
outlined in the literature, were included in the study of the teacher evaluation practices
that promoted teacher development (Danielson, 2012; Minnici, 2014; Papay, 2012;
Stronge, 2006; Taylor & Tyler, 2012).
Case Selection
The cases selected were limited to middle schools to enhance the credibility of
this study through two approaches: ensuring researcher credibility and reducing the
impact of changes in student assessment. My experience in both teaching and leading has
been at the secondary level. Since the researcher is the key instrument in a qualitative
study, it was important I conducted research at grade levels where my experience and
background enhanced the credibility of the data collection, interpretation, and analysis
(Patton, 1999). While there is “no definitive list of questions that must be addressed to
establish investigator credibility” (Patton, 1999, p. 1198), it was important for me, as the
researcher, to identify any professional information that may have impacted the findings
(Patton, 1999). In this case, my experience being only at the secondary level meant
conducting research at that level improved the credibility of the findings of the study.
The shifting landscape of student assessment in Colorado further narrowed the
focus of this study to middle schools. Colorado joined the Partnership for Assessment of
Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) consortium in 2012 and began utilizing the
PARCC assessment for English language arts/literacy and mathematics for students in
third through eleventh grade (CDE, n.d.b). In 2015, Colorado legislation changed the
assessment program at the high school level to eliminate the eleventh grade PARCC and
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replace the tenth grade PARCC with PSAT 10 (CDE, n.d.a). Another change came in
2016 when a CDE selection committee chose SAT over ACT as the eleventh grade
college entrance assessment for students in Colorado (Gorski, 2015). The Educator
Effectiveness Act (2010) required teacher evaluation systems to include measures of
student learning as measured by these standardized tests, and this collision in timing with
changes in student assessment added to the challenge of the implementation of these new
systems (CDE, 2015; Doherty & Jacobs, 2015). The changing and unstable state of
student assessment at the high school level could have been a variable that undermined
the credibility of the findings if high schools were included in this study. For this reason,
I considered only middle schools, where the student assessment program had remained
unchanged since 2012, for this investigation (CDE, n.d.b).
Exploring teacher evaluation practices that promoted teacher development
implied I had some way to objectively identify and recognize middle schools where this
was potentially happening. The middle school selection process was designed to ensure
the inclusion of middle schools where teacher evaluation was promoting teacher
development. While there was no objective method to measure the promotion of teacher
development, there was data available to measure teacher perception of teacher
development as it related to the school leaders, professional development, and the teacher
evaluation process in the middle schools. I used the Teaching, Empowering, Leading,
and Learning (TELL) Colorado climate survey data as part of a criterion sampling
strategy to select two middle schools where teachers perceived that the teacher evaluation
process was promoting their development (Patton, 1990). Included in the following
section is an explanation of the process for selecting two middle schools that met the
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following criteria for inclusion in the study: qualifying TELL survey data, geographic
location, and school leader consistency.
The New Teacher Center’s (NTC) TELL survey, sent to all K-12 public school
teachers in Colorado every two years, “helps state and district leaders gather, document,
and analyze educator perceptions of teaching and learning conditions in schools and
districts” (NTC, n.d.). The TELL survey included rating scale items in nine areas, with
two specific areas referencing teacher evaluation or teacher development: professional
development and school leadership (NTC, n.d). I chose to focus on six survey items that
specifically referenced teacher evaluation, feedback, or teacher development to be a part
of the school selection criteria. There was ample evidence in the literature to suggest that
teacher evaluation practices could generally be categorized as having to do with the
implementation of the system, the design of the system, or both (Danielson, 2012;
Minnici, 2014; Papay, 2012; Stronge, 2006; Taylor & Tyler, 2012). I disaggregated the
six survey items to reflect those categories as a part of the middle school selection
process. The six TELL survey items that referenced teacher evaluation practices and
teacher development are shown in Table 2 along with the section of the TELL Survey
from which they originated and whether they measured teacher perceptions related to the
design of teacher evaluation systems, the implementation of teacher evaluation systems,
or both.
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Table 2
TELL Survey Items Included in the Case Selection Process
Survey Item

Section of TELL Survey

Design or Implementation

Item #1: Teachers in the school
receive informal feedback about their
teaching on an ongoing basis.

School Leadership

Implementation

Item #2: The components of the
teacher evaluation process accurately
identify effectiveness

School Leadership

Design

Item #3: The school leadership
focuses on the professional growth of
staff.

School Leadership

Implementation

Item #4: The teacher evaluation
process improves teachers'
instructional strategies

School Leadership

Both

Item #5: Teacher evaluations are fair
in my school

School Leadership

Both

Item #6: Teachers are encouraged to
reflect on their practice

Professional Development

Implementation

I compiled the TELL survey response data for all public middle schools in the
school districts geographically close enough to me to enable the prolonged engagement
required to build trustworthiness and ensure credibility for this qualitative study (Lincoln
& Guba, 1985). This list included 54 middle schools located in ten different school
districts, but five of the middle schools did not have the required response rate for the
TELL survey data to be publicly reported, and I omitted them from the list (NTC, n.d.).
The percentage of responses that were “agree” or “strongly agree,” from now on referred
to as positive responses, was summed up for each of the six survey items for the
remaining 49 middle schools. I computed three averages for each middle school: the
average percentage of positive responses from all six survey items, the average
percentage of positive responses from survey items categorized as addressing the design
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of the teacher evaluation system, and the average percentage of positive responses from
survey items categorized as addressing the implementation of the teacher evaluation
system. The implementation category and the design category each had a different
number of survey items within them, so I calculated separate averages to create equity
between the categories. Essentially, it created equal weighting between teacher
perception scores on the implementation and the design of teacher evaluation in their
school.
I assigned each school a ranking, from 1 to 49, for each of the three averages, and
then computed a total ranking score by summing up the three individual rankings. Table
3 below includes the averages for each category and ranking data for the top 15 middle
schools. The table is sorted by total rank score and shows the highest total ranking middle
school at the top. The data for all 49 middle schools is included in Appendix A.
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Table 3

MS

District

Item #1

Item #2

Item #3

Item #4

Item #5

Item #6

Average of All
Items

Implementation
Average

Design Average

Overall Average
Rank

Implementation
Rank

Design Rank

Total Rank
Score

TELL Survey Ranking Data for the Top 15 Middle Schools

25
10
1
15
48
11
14
17
16
2
26
3
18
21
28

6
3
1
4
10
3
4
4
4
1
6
1
4
5
6

100
90.6
84.6
67.9
80
53.1
86.7
75
75
80.6
92.3
64.1
65.1
83.3
60.7

83.3
90.6
81.6
65.4
48
75
63
75
70.4
43.3
48.1
48.3
62.5
44.8
57.1

100
96.7
94.7
96.6
92.3
93.8
96.3
70
90.6
90.6
96.6
93.9
83.3
93.5
96.4

96
93.8
81.1
72
80
93.1
64.3
63.2
69
51.6
68
59.4
68.3
51.6
63

95.8
96.8
92.1
100
100
90.3
92.3
94.4
72
92.6
66.7
89.8
82.3
86.2
82.1

100
96.8
100
89.7
96.2
90.9
96.6
95.5
96.9
100
93.1
95.5
90.7
93.5
85.7

95.9
94.2
89.0
81.9
82.8
82.7
83.2
78.9
79.0
76.5
77.5
75.2
75.4
75.5
74.2

98.4
94.9
90.5
85.2
89.7
84.2
87.2
79.6
80.7
83.1
83.3
80.5
77.9
81.6
77.6

91.7
93.7
84.9
79.1
76.0
86.1
73.2
77.5
70.5
62.5
60.9
65.8
71.0
60.9
67.4

1
2
3
6
5
7
4
10
8
11
9
13
16
12
15

1
2
3
6
4
9
5
14
11
8
7
12
15
10
18

2
1
4
5
8
3
10
6
12
17
20
16
11
21
14

4
5
10
17
17
19
19
30
31
36
36
41
42
43
47

The most recent TELL survey data was from 2015. To increase the potential that
the survey results from 2015 accurately described teacher perceptions of current school
leadership, I established a criterion that the current principal and at least one of the
current assistant principals were employed at the school in a leadership capacity since at
least 2015 when the last TELL survey was administered. The two highest ranking middle
schools with consistent leadership since 2015 were Middle School 10 in School District 3
and Middle School 15 in School District 4. I selected these two schools to be included in
this study. For this study, I assigned pseudonyms for each school and school district to
protect the identity of participants and ensure confidentiality. Middle School 10 in School
District 3 will be referred to as Longspur Middle School (LMS) in Lapland Public
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Schools (LPS), and Middle 15 in School District 4 will be referred to as Sandpiper
Middle School (SMS) in Woodland School District (WSD).
I sought permission from both school districts to conduct research following their
external research review requirements. Once I obtained written permission, an application
was submitted to the University of Northern Colorado Institutional Review Board (IRB)
to obtain approval to carry out the study in the selected school districts and schools. After
IRB approval was obtained, I sent a letter of introduction to the school district
representative responsible for overseeing outside research and requested the name of key
school district leaders with the responsibility of overseeing teacher evaluation in the
school district. I also sent an invitation to participate to the principal of each middle
school.
Individual Participant Selection
The middle school selection process and the utilization of a criterion sampling
strategy ensured that the schools included in this study offered a rich opportunity to
collect data at sites where teacher evaluation practices were perceived to promote teacher
development (Patton, 1990). It was important for me to select participants at those sites
that helped to develop a detailed understanding of the phenomenon of study (Creswell,
2012). In this study, this meant selecting participants that would provide multiple
perspectives as a part of a holistic account of the teacher evaluation practices (Creswell,
2013). The original research proposal included the following participants from each
school in the study: principals and assistant principals who evaluated teachers, two
teachers of areas or grade levels included in state standardized testing, two teachers of
subject areas or grade levels not included in state standardized testing, and at least one
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school district leader who played a role in teacher evaluation implementation in the
school district.
The reason I included two teachers from each category, for a total of four teachers
at each middle school, was that this sample size allowed for a thick description of the
phenomenon being studied while staying within the bounds of the time constraints of the
study (Merriam, 1995). Limiting the number of teachers to four at each middle school
also allowed me to deeply explore how the teachers interpreted their experience of the
teacher evaluation process while also allowing for data collection from multiple
perspectives (Creswell, 2013). Validity was still ensured with this small sample size as
the nature of qualitative research is that reality is constructed and perceived by
participants, and data can be used to describe the phenomenon being studied, and there is
no single right answer to be found, verified, and generalized to other situations (Merriam,
1995).
I selected the teachers using a combination of a criterion sampling and a stratified
random sampling (Patton, 1990). First, I required that the teachers to be considered for
inclusion in the study were evaluated in 2016-17 and were planned to be evaluated in
2017-18 by one of the school leaders in their school. This ensured that the teacher
participants had direct and ongoing experiences with the teacher evaluation design and
implementation in their school, which built credibility for the data collection process.
Second, teachers needed to have non-probationary status at the time of the study, which
meant they had earned three consecutive years of demonstrated effectiveness and were
provided hiring priority and protection from termination unless deemed ineffective for
two consecutive years. (CDE, 2016b) Probationary teachers, those who had not yet
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earned non-probationary status, had no legal rights to their job and could have been nonrenewed per evaluator decision (CDE, 2016b). Including probationary teachers could
have introduced bias as those teachers may not have felt comfortable sharing openly and
honestly about their experiences with their evaluator or the evaluation process. Only
including non-probationary teachers as a criterion for participant selection maximized the
opportunity to gather authentic and reliable data.
I split the eligible teachers into two groups, or strata, based on whether they
taught a tested or non-tested subject area or grade level (Creswell, 2012). Student
performance on standardized tests comprised up to 50% of teacher evaluation ratings in
Colorado (CDE, 2015). Teachers of tested areas may have had very different experiences
with, or perceptions of, the teacher evaluation process than those of non-tested areas. The
number of teachers in each group was not be equal in the schools being studied, so a
simple random sample did not ensure equitable representation for both groups (Creswell,
2012). To remedy this, I assigned each teacher from the two groups a sequential number
and used an online random number generator to select two teachers from each group
(Creswell, 2012). I invited these teachers to participate via an emailed letter of
introduction. Some of these participants did not respond and after sending two follow-up
invitations, I used the online random number generator to select a different teacher within
that strata. Once a teacher confirmed their interest in participating in the study, I arranged
for a semi-structured interview at a time and location convenient for them.
My research proposal included the intention of interviewing two non-probationary
teachers of tested grade levels or subject areas and two non-probationary teachers of nontested grade levels or subject areas. At LMS there were only four teachers and at SMS
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there were only ten teachers that were identified as non-probationary teachers of nontested grade levels or subject areas. I followed the previously outlined participant
selection process, but I was only able to obtain one willing non-probationary teacher of a
non-tested grade level or subject area at each middle school. Coincidentally, at both
middle schools, the willing participant from the non-tested grade level or subject area
stratum was a music teacher. While only interviewing one teacher from the non-tested
grade level or subject area group decreased the sample size for the teacher participants,
the inclusion of a music teacher from both schools added a symmetry to the study that
allowed me to more accurately compare teacher experiences as part of the within-case
and cross-case analyses.
I also included one school district leader in each school district in the study to
explore teacher evaluation practices and teacher development from the school district
perspective. This ensured that data was collected to explore the larger contextual
variables presented in the literature (Dee & Wyckoff, 2013; Hallinger et al., 2014;
Woulfin et al., 2016). After gaining permission using the external research review
process in both school districts, I asked the school district representative in charge of the
external research review process to provide the name of a school district leader, or
leaders, responsible for teacher evaluation implementation, design, or both. In WSD, the
school district representative identified one school district leader involved in teacher
evaluation implementation, and in LPS, the school district representative named himself
as a school district leader involved in teacher evaluation implementation. I invited these
leaders to participate via an invitation email. Both school district leaders agreed to
participate. The semi-structured interview of the school district leader in WSD led to the
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identification of an additional school district leader involved in teacher evaluation
implementation, the president of the WSD Education Association, and I also included her
in the study.
I invited the principals of both schools to participate in the study and used the
semi-structured interview protocol to better understand whether I should also interview
the assistant principal. Both the principal and assistant principal at SMS were responsible
for evaluating teachers, so I invited the assistant principal to also participate in the study.
However, at LMS the assistant principal had not conducted evaluations in three years as
he mainly handled student discipline and student safety. For this reason, I did not invite
him to take part in the study.
A summary of the school districts, schools, participants, and their roles is
provided in Table 4. All school district, school, and participant names are represented by
pseudonyms to protect the identity of the participants and maintain confidentiality. I have
included a detailed participant description in Chapter IV along with the presentation of an
abbreviation system used in the text to provide clarity around the school district, school,
and roles associated with each participant.
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Table 4
Individual Participants’ Pseudonym, School District, School, and Position from Two
Middle Schools with Positive Teacher Perception of Teacher Evaluation and
Professional Development
School district or school
Lapland Public Schools
(School District 3)

Participant name
Jay McKidd

Role
Assistant Superintendent

Longspur Middle School
(Middle School 10)

Veda Brant
Piper Green
Heath Dunlin
Otis Redding

Principal
Teacher, science
Teacher, social studies
Teacher, music

Woodland School District
(School District 4)

Carol Ross
Heidi Dunnock

Assistant Superintendent
WSD Ed. Assoc. President

Sandpiper Middle School
(Middle School 15)

Robin Downing
Kevin Trippe
Marsha Herrier
Sam Plover
Emma Lark

Principal
Assistant Principal
Teacher, language arts
Teacher, science
Teacher, music

Data Collection
In this study, as in most case studies, it was implausible to separate the variables
of the teacher evaluation process from the school context (Merriam, 1998). Instead, I
collected data from multiple sources over time to fully honor and analyze the variables
within the school context, because it was the relationship between the variables and the
context that mattered (Creswell, 2013). I collected data through individual semistructured interviews, observation of any meetings or professional learning activities as
identified by the participants to promote teacher development, document analysis of
forms and documents associated with teacher evaluation, and a rating scale questionnaire
with open-ended branching questions sent to all teachers in each middle school.
Utilizing these various data sources helped me build a holistic account of the
multiple perspectives on how the teacher evaluation process promoted teacher
development at the middle school level and also ensured trustworthiness as the data was
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triangulated to increase reliability (Creswell, 2013; Merriam, 1998; Yin, 2009). I
collected data following a timeline that allowed data gathered early in the study to give
meaning and inform the data collection tools and processes used later in the study. I kept
a chronological record of the concurrent data collection and adjustment processes
(Merriam, 1998). I have included a discussion of each data source and a description of
the details and timeline of the data collection process in this section, which builds a
foundation for later discussion of the iterative nature of the data analysis.
Individual Interviews
I conducted semi-structured interviews to build a relationship with the participants
and to gather rich and meaningful responses and perceptions as they related to the topic
of interest (Creswell, 2012). I used an interview protocol for the semi-structured
interviews to provide a framework for consistency and to increase the reliability of the
data collection (Creswell, 2012). The semi-structured interview protocol allowed me to
dig deeper through pre-determined probing questions but still allowed for flexibility “to
respond to the situation at hand, to the emerging worldview of the respondent, and to new
ideas on the topic” (Merriam, 1998, p. 90).
The protocol was used for the interview with both the teachers (Appendix C) and
school leaders (Appendix F) from the two middle schools included in the study. The
interview protocol for the interviews of teachers and school leaders paralleled each other
to serve as a method to gain multiple perspectives on the same phenomenon (Creswell,
2013). The interview of the school district leaders, utilizing the protocol illustrated in
Appendix I, provided me with an understanding of school district level contextual
variables and protocols that potentially impacted the implementation at the school level
(Woulfin et al., 2016).
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It was important for me to ask clear and understandable questions in order to
collect reliable and trustworthy data from the semi-structured interviews (Merriam,
1998). I piloted the interview protocol with people who possessed characteristics similar
to the actual participants being included in the study: teachers, school leaders, and school
district leaders (Castillo-Montoya, 2016). Piloting the interview protocol gave me an idea
of the length of the interview and the answerability and clarity of the questions (CastilloMontoya, 2016). After carrying out the pilot interviews, there was no issue with clarity or
answerability and no need for me to adjust the questions before beginning the interviews
of the participants selected for this study.
The interview protocols included questions using familiar language with potential
follow-up probes designed to clarify specific details of the participants’ responses
(Merriam, 1998). I designed the questions to be “open-ended and yield descriptive data,
even stories about the phenomenon” (Merriam, 1998, p. 99). The interview protocols
included potential probes, but it should be noted that it is “virtually impossible to specify
these [probes] ahead of time because they are dependent on how the participant answers
the lead question” (Merriam, 1998, p. 101). I never needed to deviate from the potential
probes to gather data from the participants. There were times that I excluded the potential
probes because the participant had already addressed the potential probing question in
their initial response.
I contacted each interview participant via email with a letter of introduction
explaining the purpose of the study and their potential role in the study. After the
participants agreed to take part in the study, the interview was set up at a location and
time of their choosing. I anticipated that most teacher and school leader interviews would
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take place at the middle school locations, but some participants chose a phone interview
outside of the school day. Before the interview, I asked each participant to sign an
informed consent (Appendix B, Appendix E, and Appendix H) and then reminded them
that their responses would remain confidential. I also explained that their participation
was voluntary and that they could opt out of the study at any time. I took notes during the
interview, and the interview was recorded and stored on a password protected laptop for
later transcription. I transcribed the interviews and then emailed the transcript to the
participant to check for accuracy, a process called member checking (Creswell, 2013).
Non-Participant Observations
Observations brought me toward a better understanding of the case but needed to
be relevant and appropriate to best explore the research question (Stake, 1995). Because
this study aimed to investigate teacher evaluation practices that promoted teacher
development through the evaluation process, appropriate and relevant observation
opportunities included staff meetings, professional development meetings, and
professional learning communities. These opportunities were identified by the
participants in the semi-structured interviews. As a part of the interview protocols, I
asked participants to identify any meetings, workshops, or collaboration opportunities I
should observe to better understand teacher evaluation and teacher development at their
school. I attended the opportunities identified by the participants, and I have described
these non-participant observations in Chapter IV as a part of the context descriptions of
the schools and school districts. This limitation to participant-identified non-participant
observation opportunities allowed me to further my exploration of the topic within the
context of the natural setting while also being mindful of the amount of data collected
from each observation and the time it took to collect and analyze that data.

71

The advantage to observations as a form of data collection is that observations
provided an opportunity to record information firsthand and in the natural setting
(Creswell, 2012). I assumed the role of a non-participant observer and did not become
involved in the activities themselves (Creswell, 2012). Non-participant observations
provided “unique, contextualized insights into events and activities and the meanings that
they hold for members of the setting” (Liu & Maitlis, 2010, p. 609). The meetings or
workshops were audio recorded to “provide a relatively incontestable description for
further analysis and ultimate reporting” (Stake, 1995, p. 62). I took both written
descriptive field notes and reflective field notes (Creswell, 2012). The descriptive field
notes included a “description of the events, activities, and people (e.g. what happened)”
(Creswell, 2012, p. 217), and the reflective field notes detailed my personal reflections as
related to the “insights, hunches, or broad ideas or themes that emerge during the
observation” (Creswell, 2012, p. 217). Included in Appendix J is the observation protocol
I used for this type of data collection.
Document Collection
In qualitative research, the term document usually refers to anything in existence
before the research study (Merriam, 1998). Documents are typically created for purposes
other than the research, and their existence does not impact the setting the same way a
researcher does (Merriam, 1998). For these reasons, documents were an easily accessible
data source for me to better understand the issue or case being studied (Merriam, 1998).
Bowen (2009) suggested documents can be collected and used to serve three purposes: to
“provide data on the context within which research participants operate,” (p. 29),
“suggest some questions that need to be asked and situations that need to be observed as a
part of the research” (p. 30), and supply additional data whereby “information and
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insights derived from the documents can be valuable additions to a knowledge base” (p.
30). I used documents in all three manners as a part of the data collection process for this
study. I obtained evaluation documents, forms, and publications from participants and the
school district or school websites. These documents served as a data source for better
understanding the expected evaluation practices of school leaders and the general
approach to evaluation in the school district.
During the interviews, I asked participants to provide any documents they referred
to in their responses to the interview questions or that would help me better understand
teacher evaluation practices or teacher development. All documents shared with me were
blank templates or were also publicly available. The teacher evaluation documents
available on the school district website helped provide a context for the school district
requirements and timelines for the teacher evaluation process. These documents were
cataloged and their description are included in Chapter IV.
Questionnaire
Questionnaires are often viewed as a survey research tool used in quantitative
studies to gather data from an “entire population of people to describe the attitudes,
opinions, behaviors, or characteristics of the population” (Creswell, 2012, p. 376).
However, in this collective case study I used a questionnaire as a part of my qualitative
approach. Sending a questionnaire to all teachers in each middle school helped me to
gather more perspectives on the teacher evaluation practices in each school and to verify
the data collected in the semi-structured interviews, a process known as data source
triangulation (Patton, 1999; Schwandt, 2001).
While the semi-structured interviews enabled me to gather data from individual
participants and conduct a rich exploration of the complex issue of teacher evaluation and
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teacher development at each middle school, this approach only allowed for the inclusion
of a limited number of participants in the interview process (Creswell, 2012; Creswell,
2013; Merriam, 2009; Stake, 1995). As discussed previously, this limited approach
detracted from the credibility of both the within-case and cross-case analyses (Merriam,
1998). Gathering data using an electronic questionnaire sent to all teachers in each middle
school helped me increase the reliability and trustworthiness of the study as it allowed for
the inclusion of all teachers’ opinions, attitudes, and beliefs about teacher evaluation
practices and teacher development (Creswell, 2012). This served as a data source
triangulation strategy and as a way to ensure a holistic approach to the exploring the
teacher evaluation practices that promoted teacher development (Creswell, 2013; Patton,
1999).
I piloted the questionnaire before sending it to participants to identify issues in
question clarity and answerability and made minor adjustments based on the feedback
(Castillo-Montoya, 2016). The final version of the questionnaire items is included in
Appendix K and was approved by the University of Northern Colorado Institutional
Review Board. The first half of the questionnaire contained items exploring participant
demographics. This included subjects and grade levels taught, years of experience as a
teacher, and years of employment at the middle school being studied. The second portion
of the questionnaire included questions about participants’ thoughts on teacher
evaluation, professional development, and teacher development. Collecting demographic
information from teachers allowed me to have a clear understanding of the teachers
represented in the results.

74

Data Analysis
Data analysis is an ongoing practice that should be simultaneously conducted with
the data collection process (Merriam, 1998). As a researcher, I frequently revisited the
purpose of the study and the research question to ensure that the iterative nature of data
analysis was well-grounded and focused on the issue at hand (Merriam, 1998). Data
analysis was not a last step to the research process but, instead, a concurrent process that
informed future data collection to continuously adjust how the study design and
procedures achieved the purpose (Merriam, 1998).
I started data analysis with the data collected in the semi-structured interviews to
identify trends that informed the document data collection and analysis process, provided
added information to make adjustments to the questionnaire and its analysis, and
impacted the notable information collected in the descriptive and reflective field notes
from the non-participant observations. The iterative nature of the data analysis process
allowed me to examine and analyze all the data types both independently and within the
larger context of the entire study (Merriam, 1998). The data was inductively analyzed
where concepts were developed from the data, and the interrelationships between these
concepts was analyzed and explored (Punch, 2009).
I utilized a framework for qualitative data analysis, proposed by Miles,
Huberman, and Saldana (2014) to carry out the inductive analysis of the data. This
framework included three simultaneous activities that occur throughout the data
collection and data analysis processes: data condensation, data display, and the drawing
and verifying of conclusions (Miles et al., 2014). Data condensation is the process of
simplifying data through a coding process without contributing to the loss of information
or, in the case of qualitative data analysis, the loss of context (Miles et al., 2014; Punch,
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2009). “Data condensation is a form of analysis that sharpens, focuses, discards, and
organizes data in such a way that ‘final’ conclusions can be drawn and verified” (Miles et
al., 2014, p. 12). In this study, I conducted data condensation through open and axial
coding, which I have discussed later in this section specific to each data source.
Data display is an activity where the data is assembled, illustrated, and organized
in a visual format that is systematic and allows immediate access to the condensed data
during the analysis process (Miles et al., 2014; Punch, 2009). Qualitative data are
“typically voluminous, bulky and dispersed” (Miles et al., 2014, p. 174), and data
displays are “designed to assemble organized information into an immediately accessible,
compact form so that the analyst can see what is happening and either draw justified
conclusions or move on to the next step of analysis” (Miles et al., 2014, p. 13). In this
study, I utilized a matrix display to compare and contrast the condensed data collected on
different topics between different participants within each school, between each case, and
between the different data sources (Miles et al., 2014). A valid thematic analysis was
possible “because the display is arranged coherently to permit careful comparisons,
detection of differences, noting of patterns and themes, seeing trends, and so on” (Miles
et al., 2014, p. 108).
Data condensation and data display are parts of a process that assisted me in the
ongoing process of drawing and verifying conclusions, the third activity outlined by
Miles et al. (2014). Drawing conclusions involved the examination of the condensed data
through an organized display, the identification of possible abstractions or themes, and
then the inductive analysis where interrelationships and regularities in the themes were
traced (Punch, 2009). “Possible conclusions may be noted early in the analysis, but they
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may be vague and ill-informed at this stage” (Punch, 2009). The iterative nature of data
collection and analysis ensured that my tentative conclusions were sharpened and
finalized throughout the data analysis process (Merriam, 1998; Miles & Huberman, 1994;
Punch, 2009). While this conclusion drawing is conceptually distinct from data
condensation and data display, it is important to recognize that it was ongoing throughout
the data analysis process (Punch, 2009). I utilized the qualitative data analysis framework
outlined by Miles et al. (2014) as the approach to the data analysis in this study, but it
was also important for me to discuss details on the data condensation, data display, and
data analysis steps specific each data source.
Individual Interviews
I transcribed the audio recordings of each interview and completed a preliminary
analysis to reduce redundancies and begin to condense the data to organize it thematically
(Merriam, 1998; Miles et al., 2014). I shared the transcription from each interview with
each participant to check for accuracy. I utilized a two step coding process to put a name
or label on pieces of data to begin to attach meaning to the data (Creswell, 2012; Punch,
2009). The first step, open coding, consisted of the use of descriptive phrases to make
meaning of the segments of data, and the second step, axial coding, focused on finding
patterns and was more interpretive and inferential (Punch, 2009).
Open coding was the process where the data were used to create conceptual labels
or tags to be used in later, more inferential, data analysis (Punch, 2009). This process led
to the creation of many labels, so it was important that I continued to revisit the purpose
of the study and “to step back from the data” (Punch, 2009, p. 185) to decide what
information was central to the phenomenon being studied. The data were at the center of
the coding process, and all the labels I created were grounded in the data to ensure
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validity in the analysis (Punch, 2009). The codes generated through open coding of the
semi-structured interviews were displayed in a matrix, with topics along the rows and
participants along the columns, to begin to identify patterns and regularities within each
case (Miles et al., 2014). The creation and organized display of these codes led to the
second step of the data analysis process: axial coding (Miles et al., 2014; Punch, 2009).
Axial coding was the process where the preliminary codes generated from the
open coding process were examined to identify the interrelationship between concepts,
the patterns across participants, and the regularities of codes (Creswell, 2012; Punch,
2009). These patterns, regularities, and categories were then collapsed into themes
(Creswell, 2012; Punch, 2009). I examined these themes to identify areas needing more
exploration or verification through the document analysis, the questionnaire sent to all
teachers in the middle school, and the focus of non-participant observations. The iterative
nature of the data collection and analysis in this qualitative collective case study was
illustrated by this step (Merriam, 1998).
I sent four transcripts from the semi-structured interviews to an external auditor:
the WSD school district leader, the SMS principal, the SMS assistant principal, and an
SMS teacher. I limited the external auditor to these transcripts as I wanted to utilize the
external auditor’s feedback as part of the iterative data analysis process, which meant
sharing the transcripts early in the interview process. The external auditor was familiar
and knowledgeable in the field of qualitative research and signed a confidentiality
agreement regarding the secure handling of the collected data (Appendix L) (Given,
2008). The external auditor reviewed the interview transcripts and assigned open codes
utilizing the process outlined above. The external auditor also collapsed these open codes
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into broad categories through an axial coding process. I met with the external auditor and
compared these identified open codes and categories to my own data analysis to assess
the accuracy of my findings and verify the conclusions I made were supported by the data
(Creswell, 1998). I have discussed the similarities and differences in our analysis and
further explored this concept with the context of trustworthiness at the end of this
chapter.
I revisited and reexamined the analysis of the data collected through the semistructured interviews throughout the entire data collection process. This helped me ensure
that data collected from different sources converged to describe the reality or truth of
what teacher evaluation practices promote teacher development (Schwandt, 2001). This
constant reexamination led to adjustments to the previously identified codes, categories,
and themes (Merriam, 1998).
Non-Participant Observations
Non-participant observations provided a more nuanced account of group
dynamics and contextualized insights into the topic of interest in the middle schools
included in the study (Liu & Maitlis, 2010). The analysis of both my descriptive and
reflective field notes helped me identify new themes and verify previously identified
themes through the other data sources (Bowen, 2009; Liu & Maitlis, 2010). For this
reason, I analyzed the field notes using an open coding process to identify patterns and
regularities in the descriptive and reflective notes and then axial coding to collapse those
categories into themes (Creswell, 2012). I then compared the results of this thematic
analysis to the themes uncovered from the interview analysis to verify the findings or add
to them. The thematic analysis of observations was used in an iterative nature to
reexamine the data collected through the semi-structured interviews.
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Document Analysis
The collected documents were analyzed utilizing a three-step content analysis
process: a superficial examination, a thorough examination, and an interpretation
(Bowen, 2009). I conducted the first superficial examination, or skimming, to give me a
sense of the documents as a whole and allow early identification of recurring concepts or
ideas (Bowen, 2009). During the second more thorough examination, and as a part of the
interpretation, I made note of pertinent information and began to analyze how that
information helped me to better understand the topic of interest (Bowen, 2009).
These steps were critical parts of a content analysis where the information
gathered from the documents was organized into categories central to the research
question (Bowen, 2009; Merriam, 1998). Based on the content analysis, I reexamined the
pertinent ideas or concepts presented in the documents in order to recognize patterns and
reveal themes (Bowen, 2009). It was important that I conducted this thematic analysis
within the larger context of the other data sources so the analysis of the document was
able to not only identify previously undiscovered themes, but also verify themes
identified during the collection and analysis of other data sources (Bowen, 2009;
Merriam, 1998).
Questionnaire
The open-ended questionnaire responses were analyzed using the same steps
utilized for the data collected through the semi-structured interviews: preliminary
analyses, open coding and axial coding to condense the data, and conclusion drawing to
identify themes, patterns, and regularities (Creswell, 2012). I conducted an analysis to
verify data collected from other data sources. While my original research plan included
the use of the questionnaire responses to uncover themes, I decided to limit the
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questionnaire to triangulate themes already uncovered through the analysis of other data
sources. This was because of the limited response rate for one of the schools. I have
discussed this more in Chapter VI within the context of the limitations of the study.
A Within-Case and Cross-Case
Analyses
I have presented a context description of each school and school district in
Chapter IV to provide basis for the cross-case and within case analyses presented in
Chapter V. Building a context description helped me understand and articulate the
contextual variables of teacher evaluation and teacher development (Merriam, 1998).
Then, I conducted a within-case and cross-case analyses to identify larger themes and
build abstractions that fit the cases (Creswell, 2012; Merriam, 2009). My analysis of the
results culminated with a discussion in Chapter VI of each emerging theme within the
context of the literature to conceptualize the implications for school leaders and areas for
future research (Merriam, 2009).
Trustworthiness
Trustworthiness describes the level to which a study’s results can be trusted in
that the data was collected ethically and the analysis captured the essence of the issue
being studied (Merriam, 1998). I ensured trustworthiness through prolonged engagement
in the field, triangulation of data sources, member checking of transcripts to ensure
accuracy, and an external audit of the initial interviews. Prolonged engagement is a
strategy outlined by Lincoln and Guba (1985) and is used to ensure credibility in
qualitative studies. It happens when the researcher engages with the participants in the
setting long enough, and often enough, to overcome potential data misrepresentation
caused by their presence. I conducted interviews with all participants toward the
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beginning of the school year and observed different meetings and professional learning
activities throughout the year. I interacted several times via email with participants as I
followed up on their interview or requested documents they referenced in their interview.
These interactions helped to ensure trustworthiness as it meant that my presence was less
likely to impact the behaviors, thoughts, and opinions of the participants (Lincoln &
Guba, 1985).
I also ensured trustworthiness through triangulation of data sources to examine
themes and conclusions from multiple perspectives. Collecting data from individual
interviews, non-participant observations, documents, and the questionnaire allowed for
multiple viewpoints to be captured and increased the likelihood that the convergence of
the data describes the reality or truth of the issue (Schwandt, 2001). Data source
triangulation also happened within each case by interviewing principals, assistant
principals, and teachers to increase the trustworthiness of the within-case analyses
(Merriam, 1998).
A third strategy to ensuring trustworthiness was member checking where I
ensured the credibility of the data collected during semi-structured interviews (Creswell,
2013). I shared the transcripts of each semi-structured interview with the participant to
check for accuracy, gather additional thoughts, and identify any missing information
(Merriam, 1998; Stake, 1995). Member checking is “the most critical technique for
establishing credibility” and is used most often in qualitative studies (Lincoln & Guba,
1985, p. 314).
I also ensured trustworthiness with an external audit of the initial interviews
(Creswell, 1998; Given, 2008). I shared the full transcripts from four of the semi-
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structured interviews with a skilled and knowledgeable qualitative researcher who used
an open and axial coding process. I then compared my analysis of the interviews with the
resulting codes and categories from the external auditor to verify the credibility of the
inductive analysis and evaluate the validity of the findings (Cohen & Crabtree, 2006).
Similarities between the analyses confirmed the accuracy of the analysis, illustrated the
validity of the findings, and boosted the trustworthiness of the study. Differences were
examined and have been addressed here.
While this external audit built trustworthiness in the study, it is based on a
positivist assumption that there is one “fixed truth or reality that can be accounted for by
a researcher and confirmed by an outside auditor” (Cohen & Crabtree, 2006, para. 3). My
epistemological perspective was constructionism, which was predicated on the
assumption that there is no one accurate answer to the research question and that meaning
is developed and constructed through experiences and interactions within a larger social
context (Creswell, 1998; Crotty, 1998). Most of the open codes the external auditor
assigned to data were similar to mine. However, the categories collapsed by the axial
coding process carried out by the external auditor were different than the categories from
my analysis.
The differences can be attributed to the fact that I was carrying out the iterative
data analysis process with added data sources that the external auditor did not have. This
data was from interviews of participants from the other school and school district, nonparticipant observations, and teacher evaluation documents. “An external auditor cannot
know the data as well as researchers immersed in the study and may not share the same
point of view” (Cohen & Crabtree, 2006, para. 3). Essentially, I had immersed myself in
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the investigation and had become the key instrument in this qualitative study (Patton,
1999). Because of this immersion, the similarity of our open codes could be interpreted as
strengthening the trustworthiness of the study. The discrepancies in the axial coding
could be recognized not as a diminishment of trustworthiness but as an instrument to
increase my reflection on the data analysis process and improve my articulation of my
findings (Cohen & Crabtree, 2006).
Limitations and Bias
As in all research studies, there were limitations to this study that should be noted
in order to better understand the limits to the implications of the results (Merriam, 1998).
The root of these limitations can generally be categorized as having to do with the case
study design of the qualitative study, the case selection process, or my bias as the
researcher (Creswell, 2012; Stake, 1995). Understanding these limitations is an important
part of the methodological discussion.
Limitations of the Case Study
Design
While a collective case study approach allowed for a deep and rich exploration of
teacher evaluation practices, the focus on a singled bounded system limited the
generalizations that could be made (Merriam, 1998; Stake, 1995). The collective case
study design enabled me to develop an understanding of a complex issue within the
natural and real-life context, however, this understanding was only as strong as my
acknowledgement of the limitations of the design (Merriam, 1998). For this reason, it was
imperative to view the results of this study as a contribution to understanding the teacher
evaluation practices that promote teacher development in the middle schools studied with
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an awareness that the results cannot necessarily be generalized to contexts outside the
bounded system (Merriam, 1998; Stake, 1995).
Limitations of the School Selection
Process
The school selection process was a second limitation to the study. The TELL
survey was a longitudinal data source for describing the climate of a school. However,
the TELL survey data were limited in that it is data that described a school from the
perspective of teacher perception. There could have been middle school leaders in
different schools that were equally, if not more, effective in utilizing the teacher
evaluation process to promote teacher development. These middle school leaders could
have been precluded from the study because the teachers simply did not perceive this
growth. The impact of teacher perception on the implementation of teacher evaluation is
a concept addressed in the literature (Tuytens & Devos, 2009), but the acknowledgement
of the limitations of selecting schools based on teacher perception of teacher evaluation is
important to understanding the context of the results of this study.
Limitations Due to Researcher
Bias
The researcher is the primary instrument for both data collection and analysis in a
qualitative study, and because of this it was important to acknowledge and be transparent
about any sources of bias I held towards the topic of exploration (Creswell, 2013; Patton,
1999). One of the perceived drawbacks of case study design is that it relies too heavily on
the interpretation of the researcher as there is no broad base of data through which to
draw conclusions and control for researcher bias (Merriam, 1998). However, Shields
(2007) argued that the potential influence of researcher bias is what makes case studies
suitable for holistic research because it recognizes and acknowledges that there are no
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simple answers to complex issues. Creating transparency around how my biases might
have affected the final analysis is imperative to ensuring trustworthiness of the results
(Merriam, 1998) and doing this requires an exploration into my background and my
motivation for studying the topic of teacher evaluation.
Before moving into leadership, my experience was in teaching science primarily
at the middle school level. During the first three years of my teaching career, I had a
disappointing experience with the teacher evaluation process. My evaluators came into
my classroom once or twice throughout the school year and offered me basic feedback
that rarely addressed my needs and did not support my development as an educator. One
memorable moment that captured the dismal state of my experience with teacher
evaluation was when an evaluator gave me one piece of feedback after a formal
observation on a lesson where I integrated math into my science instruction: “you should
call it a ‘line of best fit’ instead of a ‘best fit line’ so you are more consistent with how
math is taught.” My well-meaning principal, a former math teacher, had reduced what
could have been a meaningful discussion about integrating math into the science
classroom into a simplistic critique of my semantics. I longed for a more meaningful
dialogue about my teaching and turned to other avenues to gain better insight into how I
could improve as an educator.
I began the process of applying for National Board Certification through the
National Board of Professional Teaching Standards. This journey required me to reflect
on my teaching in ways I had never been required to before. I videotaped two lessons,
engaged in writing a standards-based narrative on both lessons, reflected on my
contributions to my school, and documented my ability to plan units and lessons aligned
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with the curriculum and standards in my school district. I found the portfolio process
professionally fulfilling and vowed that when I became a school leader I would somehow
bring this same experience to other teachers through the teacher evaluation process.
After achieving National Board Certification, I moved to Colorado and began
teaching at one of the top-ranked K-12 charter schools in the state. The school leaders
and founders prided themselves on having clear instructional expectations, professional
development aligned with those expectations, and a teacher evaluation system that tied it
all together. I grew as a teacher and flourished in an environment where my professional
goals, my student learning goals, my performance evaluation, and my professional
learning were all aligned.
I moved into a part-time assistant principal role at the same school and was able
to implement the teacher evaluation system as a school leader. I evaluated several
teachers and began to learn how to support their development through the teacher
evaluation process. I took this developing skill set to a new public high school in a
different school district in 2015. Because I had been at a charter school where compliance
with teacher evaluation legislation was not required, I was almost oblivious to the
legislative changes that had happened regarding teacher evaluation in Colorado around
this time due to the RTTT grant program and Senate Bill 10-191. I came to my new
school with the same passion for teacher evaluation as a process to support teacher
development and was met with hesitance from the teachers I evaluated. There had been
several changes to the teacher evaluation process in the school district since the passing
of Senate Bill 10-191, and the teachers I evaluated were confused and resistant to seeing
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teacher evaluation as anything more than a series of long checklists and disconnected
steps to complete.
I worked hard to make the teacher evaluation process as meaningful as possible
for the teachers I evaluated. I viewed teacher evaluation as a mechanism for promoting
teacher development, and I had a vested interest in realizing its potential as a tool to
improve instruction. I understood the lessons outlined in the literature regarding the
needed connection between teacher evaluation and professional learning, yet, at one point
I was still accused by a teacher of being unfair in my implementation of the teacher
evaluation process. I am motivated as a school leader to find schools were the teacher
evaluation process feels meaningful, as perceived by teachers, and then study the
practices of those school leaders and school district leaders to become a better leader
myself.
Because of these beliefs, I could have been biased in how I analyzed and
interpreted the data. I could have tended to assume certain connections or themes existed
when they did not. For this reason, I outlined and used a clear data condensation, data
display, and conclusion-drawing process that provided a strong roadmap for the inductive
data analysis. My transparency around my stance as a researcher and the potential source
for bias that it introduced to the study helped to build trustworthiness in my final analysis
(Merriam, 1998). My decision-making during the data analysis process was documented
in a researcher journal so I could constantly reflect on my stance and correct for any
researcher bias. My aim was to acknowledge my potential biases and recognize that the
awareness of these biases was a part of what made a case study design a strong approach
for investigating the complex issue of teacher evaluation and teacher development.
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Summary
By conducting a collective case study, more could be understood about teacher
evaluation practices that promoted teacher development. A qualitative methodology
based on a framework of Bandura’s (1986) concept of self-efficacy and Knowles’ (1984)
andragogical approach was the most appropriate way to produce a rich, thick description
of the themes both within and across each case (Merriam, 1998; Stake, 1995). These
findings can be used by school district leaders, school leaders, and policymakers to
inform both the design and implementation of new teacher evaluation systems to better
promote teacher development.
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CHAPTER IV
CONTEXT AND PARTICIPANTS
A qualitative research design was used in this study to gain a rich understanding
of teacher evaluation practices and teacher development within the natural context of the
middle schools and school districts studied (Creswell, 2013). I utilized a collective case
study approach to examine each middle school, or case, as its own entity, while also
allowing for a cross-case analysis to identify larger themes around the implementation of
teacher evaluation systems within the school districts (Creswell, 2012; Merriam, 2009;
Stake, 1995). In this study, as in most case studies, it was implausible to separate the
variables of the teacher evaluation process from the school context (Merriam, 1998).
Instead, I honored the relationship between the variables and the school context by
collecting data from multiple data sources in the natural setting over time.
I utilized these data to construct a robust description of teacher evaluation and
teacher development in each school and school district and to conduct a cross-case and
within-case analyses to address the research question (Creswell, 2012; Merriam,
2009). A detailed description of the cases is “necessary for the reader to assess the
evidence upon which the researcher’s analysis is based” and is often presented first in
case studies to build a foundation upon which the analysis and interpretation are built
(Merriam, 2009, p. 258). I have included a rich description of both cases in this chapter to
provide the contextual understanding necessary for the ensuing discussion of the findings
and analysis in Chapter V.
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Organization of the Chapter
Stake (1995) asserted that a case description is often a cross between storytelling
and a more traditional research report. It is up to me, the researcher, to decide which
components to include in the case descriptions and to then determine the attention that
should be given to each of those components (Merriam, 2009). My understanding of
teacher evaluation and teacher development in each middle school in this study, and their
respective school districts, has been built inductively from the varied data sources
included in the study.
For this reason, I have started each case description with an introduction to the
participants and data sources from that case. I have then used data from these sources to
describe the key components necessary for understanding each school district and school
as a research setting. This chapter is divided into two different case descriptions:
Longspur Middle School (LMS) in Lapland Public Schools (LPS) and Sandpiper Middle
School (SMS) in Woodland School District (WSD). As noted in Chapter III, all school
district, school, participant, and document names are represented by pseudonyms to
protect the identity of the participants and maintain confidentiality. If a direct quote
includes information that may identify the school districts, schools, or participants, then I
have replaced that information with the appropriate pseudonym and have signaled that
change using square brackets (e.g., [Veda]). Throughout this chapter, participants have
been identified by their pseudonym, followed by a parenthetical notation with an
abbreviation of their school or school district and an abbreviation of their position (e.g.,
Veda (LMS, P). The only place I have not included the abbreviations is within the
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separate participant descriptions sections. Those sections are clearly about one participant
and the abbreviations were unneeded and redundant.
Case Description #1: Longspur Middle School in Lapland
Public Schools
LMS in LPS was the highest ranking middle school in the case selection process I
designed and detailed in Chapter III. In this section, I have first introduced the
participants of the semi-structured interviews, described the key documents used in
understanding teacher evaluation and teacher development at the school district and
school level, and briefly described the non-participant observations I conducted to better
understand teacher evaluation and teacher development. I then used these data sources to
construct a profile of LPS that includes a school district demographic breakdown, an
overview of the design and rollout of the new teacher evaluation system to meet
requirements of the Educator Effectiveness Act (2010), a description of the teacher
evaluation process and timeline, and an explanation of the articulated school district
beliefs about teacher evaluation. Following the school district profile is a description of
the key school-level components: school demographic breakdown, building schedule and
instructional programming structure, the school-based professional development format,
and specifics of the implementation of the teacher evaluation system at the school level.
Semi-Structured Interview
Participant Descriptions
For this study, I interviewed a LPS school district-level leader, the LMS principal,
two teachers of a tested subject area/grade level at SMS, and one teacher of a non-tested
subject area/grade level at LMS. The first three questions in the semi-structured interview
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protocols (see Appendix C, F, and I) served as a way for me to learn about the
participants’ background, experience, and beliefs toward teaching, learning, and leading.
Jay McKidd, Assistant Superintendent. Jay began his teaching career as a high
school teacher on the west coast and then moved to Colorado at his wife’s behest. The
only job he could secure in LPS at the time was an elementary physical education (PE)
position. “I get offered an elementary PE, which was weird. But elementary PE, that’s
actually when I learned half of -- that’s when I became a good teacher...It helped me
really understand what we now know is really good teaching.” After four years teaching
elementary PE, Jay moved into a principalship at an elementary school in LPS and
worked there for three years before being asked to open a newly built school. LPS was
growing, so after he served as principal to the newly opened school he was asked to move
on and open another new elementary school in the school district.
Jay was principal at that elementary school for four years and then moved on to
school district leadership. He jokes that he really only had one interview for school
district leadership, and since then it has been “we need you to...we need you to…” He is
now a school district leader and the general title of assistant superintendent has been used
to protect his identity. Jay works with principals to improve instruction, evaluation, and
professional development in all schools in LPS.
Jay believes that relationships are important in teaching, and he explained that it is
not just relationships with students. Instead, it is about helping students build
relationships with each other and with the content to truly engage them in learning and
school. When asked about the most important quality of a middle school leader Jay told a
story about the evolution of his thinking on the topic. When he first started as a school
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district leader he decided to make a list of all the attributes a good leader should have. He
came up with 53 qualities. LPS leaders have worked to whittle this list down to six key
leadership skills that are now a part of leadership paradigm in LPS: clarity, perspective,
developer of roles and responsibilities, facilitator and coach, action, and emotional
intelligence.
Jay was a principal in the school district when the work on a new teacher
evaluation system began the year before the passing of Senate Bill 10-191. He has a lot of
pride in the development of the system as he actually served on the committee that
designed it. Jay believes that teachers grow when they are stimulated and find value in
being a lifelong learner:
They have a new vision for themselves that they want to chase. So, if we want to
support that, it’s helping them have new visions that they want that they hadn’t
had before professional development. A new vision of what teaching should be.
He thinks that a school or school district leader’s job is to provide that stimulus through
conversations that help teachers reflect, attach that reflection to a goal, and then develop
and improve in order to accomplish their goal.
Jay is a humble leader and sees the power in his own growth. He explained
several times during our semi-structured interview that he did not ever believe that he
would have all the answers. Instead, he focuses on reflecting on his leadership and trying
to get better moving forward. He believes there is great power in how the work of teacher
development is framed through language and structure. He was adamant that the teaching
profession should not be reduced to a checklist of minimum expectations, but, instead,
the expectations should be focused on the maximums of growth and development.
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Veda Brant, principal. Veda is in her 26th year as an educator. Her experience is
varied and includes teaching in a private Christian setting, a mixed-grade level
expeditionary school, and as a K-12 substitute teacher. She got her master’s degree in
curriculum and instruction and also earned her linguistically diverse endorsement. Veda
worked in another school district as a Title I reading teacher and then as an English
language teacher to middle school students new to United States. She also taught
sheltered social studies and an alternative language arts class to students acquiring
English.
Veda moved into an instructional coaching role in that same school district after
around 15 years as a classroom teacher. She served as an instructional coach for four
years, and during this time she sometimes taught literacy or enrichment courses part-time.
She then moved on to LPS and was an instructional coach at an elementary school for
part of a school year before moving into the assistant principal role at LMS. After four
years as an assistant principal, Veda moved into the principal role at LMS and has been
in that role for the past six years.
Veda is crystal clear on her vision for LMS and how she can support that vision
with an effective hiring process and professional development structure. She thinks it is
essential for a leader to be able to listen and communicate clearly. It is important to her
that LMS be a place where teachers feel safe to try something new. She explained that
teachers grow and improve when they have:
An atmosphere that it is safe to try something new, to take that risk, you don't
have to be perfect at it, and they know, because I hear this a lot. They know it's
okay to try something new and not get it right, and they're not going to be in
trouble for it. They're going to be celebrated for it. And along with that
atmosphere, like an atmosphere of support. Like, we're all learning and growing
and trying new things.
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She tries to model this in everything she does and tries to be transparent with staff when
she makes a mistake. “I can hire a learner, but if I never have an environment that is safe
to learn, why would you want to take that risk?”
Veda is a supportive school leader, and this attribute was a part of many of her
responses to the semi-structured interview questions. Her supportive leadership was
evident by simply reading the large poster on her office door. It read:
Regardless of my job title, my why is to make a difference to those around me,
promote equity and access to education, promote hope, compassion and kindness.
And, through doing those things, I hope to inspire others to do the same.
Many of the staff had written these “why” statements in 2014, and Veda chose to leave
her why statement up on the door for all to see when they entered her office.
Veda works hard to build trust and rapport with her teachers so she can help them
reflect on their practice. She uses these strong relationships to truly support their growth
through intentional and targeted professional development. She thinks it is important that
teachers feel ownership of their learning, but that this ownership is balanced with the
autonomy that respects the complexities of the profession. Veda was on the LPS teacher
evaluation design committee as both an assistant principal and principal.
Piper Green, science teacher. Piper has been teaching middle school science for
more than 15 years. She started her teaching career in a midwest state where she taught
for five years before moving to LMS. Her first year at LMS was at the eighth grade level,
and she has taught sixth grade since then. LMS has a teaming model for sixth grade, so
Piper teaches both math and science. “We're teamed and so I have the same kids for math
and science and then my teammate has social studies and English.”
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Piper believes that effective middle school teachers are those that have a sense of
humor and the flexibility to “roll with whatever they throw at you.” She thinks middle
school students are quirky, and she believes that if a teacher cannot find humor or
flexibility, then he or she will feel frustrated in the classroom. Piper grows as a teacher
when she is exposed to new ideas and given the time and encouragement to implement
these new ideas. Her practice best evolves and improves when she reflects on her
teaching and her implementation of these new ideas and information.
Piper thinks it is important for a school leader to have a vision and see the big
picture of how all the moving pieces fit together within that vision. She also thinks
effective school leaders help people feel comfortable with the vision and understand their
part in the implementation of that vision. Piper likes that she is given freedom to choose
areas of professional growth that she is passionate about and is grateful that her school
leaders help her focus those passion areas to fit within the vision of the school. She feels
that this autonomy gives her more ownership over her development as a teacher.
Otis Redding, music teacher. Otis began her teacher career in another school
district in southern Colorado where she taught K-12 music for one year. She then moved
overseas and taught seventh through tenth grade music at an international school in
Central America. She moved back to Colorado and worked for one year in a different
school district before moving to LMS three years ago. She teaches sixth, seventh, and
eighth grade music at LMS.
Otis believes that building relationships is key to effectively teaching middle
school. She thinks relationships matter at all levels, but it is more important at the middle
school level because of all the emotional support middle school students need to get to
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the learning. Otis thinks that an effective school leader needs to also build relationships
and rapport but with the larger school community as a whole. School leaders need to be
perceived as approachable and trustworthy.
Otis can best improve when she is given feedback that is specific and helps her
identify something she can immediately implement in her class:
When feedback has too broad of a scope, I then find myself wondering how
exactly to make a change or tweak. When something is very direct and specific, it
just eliminates a lot of the time that has to go into the wondering or figuring out
how to fix whatever the issue is.
She also feels that this specific feedback is most meaningful when it is regular and
frequent. She realizes it is not always possible for Veda to get into her room weekly, but
she appreciates that Veda is usually in her room to observe once per month.
Otis loves to grow as a teacher. She values that Veda focuses on teacher growth
through feedback and professional development. She explained:
Part of the reason that I am willing to drive an hour to work at [LMS] every day is
that because I truly believe our school leaders are expecting us to try and become
the best we can be at our job. They expect it from everyone. It doesn’t matter if
you have been at the school a year or 13 years, they expect you to grow every
year. And I think that’s a beautiful thing.
She also thinks it is important for school leaders to get to know their teachers to
strengthen the relationship so teacher growth can happen.
Heath Dunlin, social studies teacher. Heath has taught social studies at LMS for
his entire career which spans over ten years. He started teaching only seventh grade and
then moved into teaching both seventh and eighth grade. For the past six years Heath has
only taught eighth grade students. He has worked at LMS under Veda’s leadership in
both her assistant principal and principal roles. Heath believes that patience is key to
being an effective middle school teacher. He tries to avoid the forceful authoritarian role,
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and he feels that it is best to be laid back and willing to wait for students to fully meet his
expectations.
Heath thinks that connectedness is important in school leadership. A school leader
needs to remember what it was like to be a classroom teacher and be empathetic to the
tough day-to-day job of a middle school teacher. He grows best when he is questioned
about his teaching so he can continue to be conscious of his competence. Heath has been
teaching the same level and content for a while, and he improves when he is asked to
reflect on the instructional decisions he makes in the classroom each day.
Heath appreciates that there is a clear vision for what teaching looks like at LMS,
and he sees teacher goals as key part of how Veda focuses teachers’ work on that larger
vision. He explained:
It’s a tough place to work, but it’s a great place to work! There are teachers that
come here and they don’t last…we’ve had people leave after a year because it’s
not the right fit. So, I think these goals are what it takes to be successful in this
environment and professionally.
He feels that teachers’ goals and school leader visibility both contribute to personalized
and specialized support of teacher development. He wishes that professional development
could be more differentiated to truly model what teachers are expected to do in their
classrooms with students. He is focused on his growth as a teacher, but he appreciates the
freedom to work on his goals as he sees fit throughout the school year.
Documents Used from Longspur
Middle School and Lapland
Public Schools
There were several key documents that were either referenced by participants
during the semi-structured interviews or publicly available on the school district website,
or both. The analysis of these documents informed my description of LMS and LPS and
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my understanding of teacher evaluation and teacher development at the school and school
district level. I have included a brief description of these documents to add clarity to the
ensuing case description.
Lapland Public Schools Educator Evaluation Handbook document. Jay
shared the LPS Educator Evaluation Handbook document, a pseudonym for the name of
the publicly available document on the LPS website, with me as a part of his semistructured interview. This document includes a section on teacher development and
learning that is also shared publicly on the school district’s teacher evaluation website. I
have chosen to use a pseudonym to protect the identity of the school district and the
participants. If a direct quote from a semi-structured interview participant included a
reference to this document, then I replaced the document name with [Educator Evaluation
Handbook]. The parts that are not shared publicly include sections on the four large areas
of focus of the LPS teacher evaluation system, an overview of the section of the
negotiated master agreement related to teacher evaluation, a bulleted list of Teacher
Quality Standards and elements, articles of influence used to inform the teacher
evaluation system development, and resources for evaluators on learning goals and the
teacher evaluation steps.
Lapland Public Schools Education Association (LPSEA) Negotiated
Agreement. The LPSEA Negotiated Agreement is effective from July 1, 2017 thru June
30, 2020 and includes ten sections outlining the details of the mutual agreement between
the LPS Board of Education, the LPSEA, and the licensed employees of LPS. An entire
section is devoted to evaluation and includes details about the timeline and
implementation of the teacher evaluation system in LPS. This section includes
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information on probationary and non-probationary status, the differentiated levels of
teacher evaluation in LPS, and general procedural requirements of the paperwork
associated with the teacher evaluation process.
Frequent Questions About the Lapland Public Schools Teacher Evaluation
System. This document is publicly available on the school district’s website and includes
an overview of the philosophy towards teacher evaluation in LPS, a list of key school
district employees involved in the teacher evaluation system development in LPS, and the
answers to frequently asked questions about teacher evaluation in LPS. The questions and
answers are broken down into several categories: documents, processes, data collection,
and policy compliance. The title I used for this document is a pseudonym for the actual
name of the publicly available document to protect the identity of the school district and
participants.
Longspur Middle School Work Smarter Plan period and meetings outline.
Veda (LMS, P) shared this document with me during her semi-structured interview, and
she referred to it several times while describing professional development at LMS. Every
teacher at LMS has two plan periods each day: an individual plan period and a Work
Smarter Plan period. Included in this document is an outline of key meetings and
collaboration times that happen during a teacher’s Work Smarter Plan period. Each day
of the week is listed along with a description of the collaboration that happens during that
day’s Work Smarter Plan period. Below these descriptions is a list of after school
meeting times along with their descriptions.
Longspur Middle School Growth Log. This document has a distinctive name
that is published on the school district’s website. To protect the identity of the school
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district, school, and the participants in this study I have used the pseudonym growth log.
If a direct quote that includes the actual name is used, then I have denoted this with
brackets (e.g. [growth log]). The growth log is a document shared with both teacher and
evaluator and serves as repository for notes, teacher reflections, evaluator feedback, and
teacher goal updates. According to the Educator Evaluation Handbook, the growth log is
“owned by the educator, and is responsible for documenting the growth and
learning. The evaluator shares responsibility for documenting the evaluation process.”
Longspur Middle School Unified Improvement Plan (UIP). The 2017-18 UIP
for LMS is available publicly through the Colorado Department of Education (CDE)
website. The UIP includes summary information about the school, improvement plan
information, a narrative on data analysis and the root cause identification, and an action
plan. The action plan for LMS includes two major improvement strategies that are
designed to focus staff on improving student performance. This 23-page document is
required by the CDE.
Results of the Teaching and Learning Conditions Colorado (TLCC) Survey. I
selected information-rich cases for this study by analyzing the 2015 Teaching,
Empowering, Leading, and Learning (TELL) climate survey results in the area of teacher
evaluation and professional development. In 2017, state education leaders at CDE moved
away from using the TELL survey and started developing a new climate survey to be
launched in January 2018 (TLCC, 2018a). The new TLCC survey included survey items
developed by focus groups and committees of educators, researchers, and education
partners (TLCC, 2018a).
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This survey was shared with teachers through a digital link, and teachers at LMS
took the survey during a professional development time that I was observing as a nonparticipant observation. Because this survey had not been released at the time I designed
this study, I did not include it as its own data source for Institutional Review Board (IRB)
approval. Instead, I have treated the results as a publicly available document analyzed for
this study.
The TLCC survey included nine sections: school leadership, teacher leadership,
managing student conduct, instructional practices and support, professional development,
time, facilities and resources, community support and involvement, and overall reflection
(TLCC, 2018b). For the document analysis of the TLCC results for LMS, I chose survey
prompts related to teacher evaluation and professional development. The iterative data
analysis process utilized in this study allowed me to also include survey items that related
to the themes that were emerging from the cross-case and within-case analyses. The
survey items included in the document analysis for LMS is included below in Table 5.
Over 90% of the LMS staff responded to the survey (TLCC, 2018b). The actual results
from the TLCC survey will be included in Chapter V as part of data source triangulation
for the emerging themes.
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Table 5
Survey Items from the TLCC Survey Included in the Document Analysis for LMS
Section
School
leadership

Survey item
Our work together is guided by a shared vision that is student focused.
School staff participate in the improvement planning process (e.g., Unified
Improvement Plan) in a meaningful way.
I receive informal feedback that helps me improve my instruction.
My effectiveness is accurately assessed through the school’s teacher evaluation
process.
The teacher evaluation process provides me with actionable feedback for
improvement.

Instructional
practices and
support

Staff in this school consistently seek new and improved ways of providing instruction.
Staff in this school hold themselves accountable for the academic growth of every
child.
The school provides opportunities for me to learn from other teachers.
I feel supported in trying new instructional strategies.

Professional
development

The school improvement plan (e.g., Unified Improvement Plan) influences teachers'
professional learning choices.
Professional learning opportunities are personalized and aligned to teachers' needs and
strengths.
The effectiveness of professional development is assessed regularly.
Professional learning (e.g., instructional coaching, PLCs, training) has a positive
impact on teaching and learning in our classrooms.
I receive ongoing support and coaching to improve my practice.
I receive adequate professional development to effectively use student data.
I receive adequate professional development to support my students' social and
emotional learning.

Non-Participant Observations at
Longspur Middle School
I attended one after school professional development meeting and two of the
Tuesday Work Smarter Plan professional learning community meetings that were led by
an instructional coach at LMS. The professional development meeting was after school at
the beginning of the school year and included all teachers. This was the meeting where
Veda (LMS, P) outlined the purpose and format of the teacher evaluation system in LPS
and Veda (LMS, P) identified this meeting as an opportunity for me to learn about
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teacher evaluation at LMS. She started the meeting with a whole group discussion around
the beliefs and tenets of teacher evaluation. Teachers also worked in small groups to
discuss their ideas for shared goals and the alignment of the goals to the UIP. Finally,
Veda (LMS, P) gave the teachers work time to begin writing their teacher goals in their
Growth Log.
The observed professional learning community meetings occurred at the
beginning of April, and I observed both the eighth grade and seventh/eighth grade level
team meetings during this time. All professional learning community meetings happen in
the instructional coach’s room which is outfitted with a large table, whiteboards, and a
projector and screen. During these professional learning community meetings, the
instructional coach walked through the standardized testing schedule, reviewed proctor
assignments, and presented a new software to boost student participation during
standardized testing through a competition. While the topic of conversation, standardized
test proctoring assignments, did not necessarily illuminate teacher evaluation practices,
observing the interactions of teachers during this time helped me to better understand
how teachers collaborate and learn at LMS. There were also posters and chart paper on
the walls from previous professional learning community meetings that I was able to
observe to better understand the work completed by the grade level teams throughout the
school year. I recorded my observations following the non-participant observation
protocol presented in Chapter III and included in Appendix J. Both my descriptive field
notes and reflective field notes from these observations were included in my iterative data
analysis process.
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Questionnaire Sent to All
Longspur Middle School
Teachers
An anonymous questionnaire was emailed to all teachers at LMS and
approximately 40 percent of teachers completed it. Half of the participants who
completed the survey had been teaching at LMS for zero to three years, while the other
participants’ experience varied from four to over ten years. Over 70 percent of the
participants had been employed at LMS the year before. While the data from the
questionnaire will be discussed in Chapter V, it is important to include this data source as
a part of this context description in order to clearly describe the data collected from both
cases. The questions included in the questionnaire are included in Appendix K.
Lapland Public Schools Profile
LPS serves over 17,000 students from four different municipalities as well as the
unincorporated, and generally rural, areas of three different counties. LPS was formed in
the 1950s when several school districts consolidated. According to the CDE website,
about half of the students in LPS in the 2017-18 school year were White, about half were
Hispanic and/or Latino, and a small percentage were Asian, Black, and American Indian.
Over ten percent of the students in LPS were designated as English language learners,
around one third qualified for free and reduced lunch, and about ten percent of students in
LPS were on Individualized Education Plans and qualified for special education services.
The class of 2016 had a graduation rate near the state average of 75%, and over 800
licensed teachers were employed in LPS for the 2017-18 school year.
Teacher evaluation system development and rollout. The development of an
improved teacher evaluation system in LPS began before any legislation passed to change
teacher evaluation in Colorado. Teachers and leaders in the school district were finding
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the previous system outdated, too subjective, and lacking any requirement of meaningful
dialogue between evaluator and teacher. Many felt the system was time-consuming and
rarely led to teacher growth or improvement.
In 2008, school leaders and teachers collaborated to change the teacher evaluation
system in LPS. This collaborative approach led to a new teacher evaluation system that
made teacher learning and improvement a priority. Jay (LPS, AS) was on the initial
teacher evaluation committee as a principal and remembers that at the time he was deeply
dissatisfied with the current teacher evaluation system. He explained that on one hand he
was encouraging teachers to participate and engage in growth-oriented professional
development, but then on the other hand he was critically evaluating teacher performance
through a checklist that felt punitive. He explained:
This is hypocritical, and as a leader of a school, I can’t model something that I’m
not asking them to do. So, we had this impetus as a district that we should actually
start modeling and trying to model what we want in really good teachers. And that
was the impetus for change.
As teachers, school leaders, and school district leaders began working to overhaul the
LPS teacher evaluation system, potential changes in the requirements at the state level
became apparent. As a result, the school district leaders worked with the committee to
make sure that any new teacher evaluation system designed over the next few years
would meet the requirements of the impending Educator Effectiveness Act (2010).
The new system was fully implemented in the 2010-11 school year. Jay (LPS,
AS) reflected that those involved in the teacher evaluation design process were very clear
on the changes and their intended results. However, some of that clarity was lost when
they scaled it up and implemented across the entire school district. Jay (LPS, AS)
explained:
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One of the things we didn’t do, and if we could have done it again, we would
have engaged the system as we were designing it. When you go to try to scale all
the work that you have done over the course of a year and give it in a quick hour
presentation at district leadership. “You’re going to do evaluations this way.” You
start talking about the things that people were never in the room to come to
understand. It wasn’t their clarity. It was our clarity. The roll out what not nearly
as good, as powerful as it could be. So, that’s part of why we continue to keep
rolling it out and coaching principals and helping to build clarity for that.
Principals and LPSEA leaders were first trained on the system and then responsible for
presenting the new teacher evaluation process and requirements in their schools. A
comparable principal evaluation system was also implemented to build shared
experiences for teachers and school leaders. According to the 2013-14 CDE data
assurance process, LPS was one of 13 school districts in Colorado to utilize a locallydeveloped teacher evaluation system (CDE, n.d.c).
School district leaders in LPS used grant funding to engage the services of an
outside consulting firm to conduct a review of the first year of implementation of the new
teacher evaluation system. This consulting firm followed up two years later to provide
further analysis of implementation and results of the new system. The results of these
analyses were used to further inform and improve the implementation of the new LPS
teacher evaluation system.
Teacher evaluation system process and timeline. The teacher evaluation system
in LPS includes three main parts: goals, observations and feedback, and a summary of the
evaluation. While there are three parts, the process is largely focused on teacher goals
that are monitored throughout the school year. The major steps in the teacher evaluation
process for both probationary and non-probationary teachers are included in Table 6.
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Table 6
Teacher Evaluation Timeline for Probationary and Non-Probationary Teachers in
Lapland Public Schools
Timeline

Details

Within first 10
days of yearly
contract

Within first 20
students contact days

Throughout school
year

At least 2 weeks
before last student
contact day

An orientation with
all teachers, as a
whole staff, to
review the
framework of
evaluations

Teacher and
evaluator meet to
discuss Teacher
Goals (also known as
Professional Growth
Plan)

Ongoing meetings and
observations conducted
as defined in the
Professional Growth
Plan.
- Probationary teachers
observed at least 2
times.
- Non-probationary
teachers observed at
least 1 time.

Summary of
Evaluation
completed and
signed by both
evaluator and
teacher.

This timeline is outlined in the LPSEA Negotiated Agreement and was mentioned
by Veda (LMS, P) in the evaluation orientation for staff at the beginning of the school
year. The progress on goals, feedback on observations, and other reflective journal entries
are documented by both the evaluator and the teacher in the shared growth log document.
Jay (LPS, AS), Veda (LMS, P), Piper (LMS, T), Heath (LMS, T), and Otis (LMS, T) all
referred to the growth log as the hub of documentation when discussing the parts of the
teacher evaluation process in LPS. Otis (LMS, T) detailed:
There is what we call a growth log. You can make as many entries as you want. I
would say a typical teacher makes an entry, if they’re on top of it…twice per
quarter…less on top of it, once per quarter. The entries are meant to be sort of a
reflection that presents some sort of evidence around the goal. I guess it’s a
progress report, I guess. Our evaluator also puts their notes from any
walkthroughs or observations in our growth log. We can respond to questions and
observations in our growth log. They can also view our comments around our
goal in the growth log. At the end of the year, we present our growth.
The growth log document is stored and accessed via a shared drive on the LPS network.
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According to the LPSEA Negotiated Agreement, observations are frequent and
unannounced. They are followed up in a timely manner with either written or in person
feedback. The teacher and evaluator are jointly responsible for documenting the
evaluation process in the growth log and as a part of the end of year evaluation summary.
Even though observations are frequent, Veda (LMS, P), Piper (LMS, T), Heath (LMS, T),
and Otis (LMS, T) thoroughly discussed teacher goals and goal meetings as the focal
point of the teacher evaluation process at LMS. Furthermore, they mentioned these goals
within the context of the goal alignment with professional development and the UIP for
the school. Piper (LMS, T) explained:
So, we have, like, evaluation PD [professional development] in late August/early
September, where new staff are exposed to, kind of, the evaluation procedures
and at that point we start thinking about what our teacher learning goals are. So,
every year we set a goal for ourselves, maybe more than one goal for ourselves
around the, kind of, so our school tackles, like, these things that are called
essential questions, and they come from our unified improvement plan.
Jay (LPS, AS) explained that the connection to the UIP is actually a specific requirement
of the goal-setting process in order to ensure that the teacher goals are focused so
principals can truly support teacher growth in the goal areas.
Teachers are in charge of selecting and writing their teacher goals so they have
ownership of their development. Otis (LMS, T) described the goal-setting process at
LMS:
We start off with a meeting with our evaluator who is our principal. We discuss
the goal, see if we have to make any changes to that goal…see if she has any
different things in mind for us. I’ve never actually heard anyone say that they
have to change their goal. Then, we kind of set forth on the mission.
Jay (LPS, AS) referred to this independence as managed autonomy. Essentially,
principals in LPS are encouraged to align professional development, the UIP, and teacher
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evaluation. When this is done, teachers have autonomy to choose goals they want to
focus on within the scope of the building focus for the school year.
The final part of the teacher evaluation process is the summary of evaluation at
the end of the year. This happens at least two weeks prior to the last student contact day.
Teachers and evaluators meet to summarize the teacher’s progress on their goals and
identify next steps for the future. Heath (LMS, T) said, “we kind of have, like, closing
conferences...goal conferences at the end of the year that summarizes whether we met our
goal and what we need to change, etc.” This entire process, referred to as the
development track, is the same for probationary and non-probationary teachers with the
exception of the number of minimum documented observations. However, if there are
concerns about a teacher’s performance, then they are moved to the assisting track.
Differentiated levels of teacher evaluation. The teacher evaluation process for
non-probationary teachers in LPS is split into two tracks that are differentiated based on
the purpose of the teacher evaluation process: the development track and the assisting
track. These terms are pseudonyms for the distinctive titles of the actual tracks that are
publicly available on the LPS website. I have chosen to use pseudonyms to protect the
identity of the school district and the participants. If a direct quote from a semi-structured
interview participant included a reference to these tracks, then I replaced the actual track
name with [development] track or [assisting] track.
According to the LPSEA negotiated agreement, the development track is meant to
monitor progress, provide feedback, and support teachers in setting targets. All teachers
begin their employment in LPS on this track and follow the teacher evaluation process
that I outlined in the previous section. However, if there are concerns about a teacher’s
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performance, then they may be moved to the assisting track at any time. The only
requirement is that the evaluator provide written notification that includes the reason that
the teacher is being placed on the assisting track. This track is for teachers that require
immediate assistance and attention to improve their instruction.
I found details about the assisting track in the LPSEA negotiated agreement, and
the use of the assisting track as a means to dismiss an underperforming teacher were
triangulated in my semi-structured interview with Jay (LPS, AS), Veda (LMS, P), and
Piper (LMS, T). Veda (LMS, P) explained:
The [assisting] track, that is a big deal. There's a meeting that's involved, there's
H.R. [Human Resources] involved, [Jay] is involved, the union rep is involved,
the teacher gets to typically, there's like an instructional specialist involved, the
teacher gets to invite somebody to come, kind of like as an extra set of eyes and
ears for them. We outline, you know, here's what we've been discussing and I’m
not seeing this. And we create a plan. And within that plan, that's where there are
requirements as to how many minutes the principal needs to be in the teacher's
classroom each week, when feedback needs to be given, how that feedback is
given, how that conversation happens, and over a period of time. It's basically
very, very similar to what we would do with kids on intervention.
The entire process from notification to final recommendation must take less than 60
student contact days as outlined by the LPSEA negotiated agreement. The support
meeting that Veda (LMS, P) described must happen within five days of the teacher being
placed on the assisting track.
The specifics of the assisting track plan are outlined in this initial support meeting
and must include the following: at least 30 minutes of classroom observation each week
with each visit being at least ten minutes long, written feedback sent to the teacher within
two days of each classroom observation, bi-weekly teacher and evaluator meetings, and a
follow-up support meeting at the end of the 60 day period. At this time, a
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recommendation is made to either redesignate the employee on the development track or
dismiss the employee for performance reasons.
Jay (LPS, AS) has been included in every assisting track conversation that has
happened in LPS. Over the eight years that the new teacher evaluation system has been
implemented in LPS there have been seven teachers placed on assisting track. Four
resulted in dismissal, two were put back on the development track after showing
improvement, and one was a “do over” as it was deemed that the process had not been
followed by the principal. According to both Jay (LPS, AS) and Veda (LMS, P), the
assisting track process brings clarity to a teacher who is not meeting performance
expectations. Jay (LPS, AS) said:
I think it’s probably the fairest evaluation system firing you can have. Let’s all as
a group clarify what are the goals and the measures that that principal is going to
look for to determine if you’ve been successful or not. Teacher knows the target.
Veda (LMS, P) echoed this sentiment when she discussed a teacher that she almost had to
put on the assisting track before the teacher decided to resign. “As much pressure as you
feel, that’s also how much support you have to grow and to learn and to make these
changes.” The assisting track is as much about improvement in performance as it is about
dismissal of teachers.
Lapland Public Schools beliefs towards teacher effectiveness and teacher
evaluation. Part of the work of the evaluation committee was to develop a set of core
values towards teaching, learning, and teacher evaluation in LPS. These core values are
published on the school district’s website and include the following beliefs that lie at the
foundation of the new teacher evaluation system:
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•

Most teachers are as effective as they know how to be and always want to
improve their practice,

•

Teacher evaluation should be based on those that want to improve and not
the small number of teachers who cannot or will not meet expectations,

•

Teacher evaluation is about development and not punishment,

•

An effective teacher evaluation system must be flexible and include
feedback, coaching, and self-reflection to empower the teacher to take
ownership of their learning, and

•

Any system developed for teacher evaluation in LPS must be based in
research about teacher evaluation and must also be compliant with state
laws regarding teacher evaluation in Colorado.

This belief system came up in several of the semi-structured interviews when participants
talked about the purpose of teacher evaluation in LPS. Veda (LMS, P) explained:
Our general overall underlying assumptions and beliefs about people, right, that
people are good, that everybody wants to do a good job. Our job is more complex,
so because of its complexities there are multiple ways to achieve success and kids
need us to have multiple ways to achieve success because this is a social science,
right. It's not a hard science. And so I think just knowing that those are the
foundational beliefs and that in that we believe that all people want to do well, if
somebody isn't, it's because they don't know how.
Piper (LMS, T) explained that the purpose of teacher evaluation at LMS was growth. She
followed this statement up with reasoning that echoed the belief statement about teacher
evaluation:
I think it's because nothing truly evaluative is ever really communicated. I have
never heard the words “You're not doing it right, do it this way. We need to see
something different.” It’s always, feedback is always given in reflective
questions, things that are designed to push me and stretch me and make me grow
rather than correct what I'm doing.
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Jay (LPS, AS) summarized the belief system well when he explained that it was built on
a foundation of “maximums” in teaching: maximum growth, maximum support,
maximum student learning. He believes this fundamental difference in beliefs from the
“minimums” of the checklists involved in the state evaluation system are what have made
the LPS teacher evaluation system successful.
While exploring the work of the evaluation committee and the belief system
behind the LPS teacher evaluation system are important to understanding teacher
evaluation in LPS, these school district factors serve as contextual variables to the
purpose of this study which is focused on the implementation of teacher evaluation at the
school level. Based on the selection criteria outlined in Chapter III, LMS was selected for
this study as an information-rich middle school. The previous description of LPS serves
as a base for understanding the larger contextual variables impacting teacher evaluation
and teacher development at LMS.
Longspur Middle School Profile
In 2017-18, LMS served more than 600 students in 6th, 7th, and 8th grade. About
a third of the students were White, two thirds were Hispanic and/or Latino, and a small
percentage were Asian, Black or African American, or American Indian. Additionally,
around 60% of students that attended LMS in 2017-18 qualified for free or reduced
lunch, over 15% had an Individualized Education Plan and received special education
services, and one fifth of the students were designated as English language learners. The
staff included over 30 certified teachers, one counselor, a school psychologist, a
principal, and an assistant principal. LMS has the smallest attendance area boundary of
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any of the LPS middle school and has four feeder elementary schools, and most eighth
graders continue on to one high school.
Longspur Middle School daily schedule. Students at LMS attend seven periods
each day with a 35-minute advisory period and 25-minute lunch period split by grade
level. Classes are roughly 55-minutes long, and every other Wednesday is an early
release day to provide extra time in the afternoon for teacher professional development
and collaboration. The early release days include shortened 45-minute class periods.
There are three sixth grade teams comprised of 70 students and two teachers that
teach the core subjects: math/science and English/social studies. The teams in seventh
and eighth grade are larger with four teachers and around 110 students. There is one
seventh grade team, one eighth grade team, and a split seventh/eighth grade team.
Starting this year there is also an Achieve Institute, which is a school-within-a-school for
gifted learners. This programming started at one of the feeder elementary schools and is
continuing on into sixth grade at LMS for the first time.
LMS professional development structure. The professional development and
Work Smarter Plan period format at LMS was designed by Veda (LMS, P). This format
has a recurring structure that “also is flexible to some extent depending on, again, like
what we're doing and what the message is.” The professional development structure
includes pre-service days before students return in August, Work Smarter Plan period
meeting times that occur every day during teachers’ second plan period, and professional
development during early release time every other Wednesday.
Working Smarter Plan periods. These meetings follow a repeating structure that
includes collaboration times that are mostly teacher-led:
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•

Monday, System of Support - teams meet to discuss student intervention for
academic and behavioral issues

•

Tuesday, Professional Learning Communities - grade level teams meet to work to
implement the building goals and focus. Veda or an instructional coach often
joins or leads these meetings

•

Wednesday, Special Education Meeting - teams meet with case managers to
monitor and communicate student progress

•

Thursday, Content Partners Professional Learning Communities and Data Day teachers of the same content meet to plan learning experiences that support
learning for all students

•

Friday, Team Planning Time - each team uses this time to plan events, advisories,
and cross-curricular learning opportunities.

Piper (LMS, T), Heath (LMS, T), and Otis (LMS, T) identified the Work Smarter Plan
periods as a time for collaboration and work that aligns with building goals.
Early release Wednesdays. Whole staff professional development meetings
happen bi-weekly after students leave on early release Wednesdays. Veda (LMS, P) likes
the flexibility of this format as she can decide the best avenue for communicating
different things to her staff:
Does it need to be a whole group? Because there are absolutely times when
everybody needs to hear the exact same message or we really need our content
partners to be able to have as think partners for planning or for whatever the work
is that we're going to do.
The large group professional development meetings on early release Wednesdays
typically follow a workshop format where participants are actively engaged in the
presentation or discussion. Otis (LMS, T) described that Veda (LMS, P) and the assistant
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principal “both do a great job of modeling what they are expecting in our
classrooms...when we walk in there is usually a warm up, the objective, as well as
success criteria for whatever we are doing that day.”
Teacher evaluation at Longspur Middle School. Veda (LMS, P) conducts all of
the teacher evaluations at LMS. A few years ago, there was a dean of students at LMS
and the assistant principal was able to take on a few teacher evaluations. However, the
funding for a dean of students was eliminated, and the assistant principal has not
conducted any teacher evaluations in the past three years. Veda (LMS, P) is very
organized and even showed me a table in her notebook that she uses to track how often
she visits different classrooms for observations.
Veda (LMS, P) closely follows the school district timeline and process for teacher
evaluation, and this is evident by the ease in which she was able to quickly describe the
whole process:
We have a framework that we follow and within that framework there is managed
autonomy, which we talked about a little bit and [Jay] probably alluded to that as
well. But there are certain things that must happen so. Every teacher gets
evaluated every year. We have an evaluation training every year and just
reminding people what our evaluation system is about, I always include what are
underlying assumptions, what are our beliefs? We set up the learning goal
conference. Then, once that goal is agreed upon, because there is mutual
responsibility, then we have a [growth] log that both parties, the teacher and the
evaluator, communicate with each other through. the teachers main job is to
reflect in that log. Not just document what they're doing but have a true honest
reflection.
Veda focuses a lot of her work with teachers on their goals and the ongoing reflection
that happens in their growth log. She feels that this is aligned with the underlying beliefs
towards teacher evaluation in LPS. Veda continues to work on aligning the UIP,
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professional development, and teacher goals to truly support school improvement. This
alignment is at the core of Veda’s implementation of the teacher evaluation at LMS.
Case Description #2: Sandpiper Middle School in Woodland
School District
SMS was the second highest ranking middle school in the case selection process I
designed and detailed in Chapter III. In this section, I have followed the same structure as
the first case description: introduced the participants of the semi-structured interviews,
described the key documents used in understanding teacher evaluation and teacher
development in SMS and WSD, and outlined the non-participant observations I
conducted. I have then used these data sources to construct a profile of WSD and present
key school level components that are imperative to understanding teacher evaluation and
teacher development at SMS.
Semi-Structured Interview
Participant Descriptions
For this study, I interviewed a WSD leader, the SMS principal, the SMS assistant
principal, two teachers of tested subject areas/grade levels at SMS, and one teacher of a
non-tested subject area/grade level at SMS. I also interviewed the WSD Education
Association president as she had a role in the teacher evaluation system development and
rollout. The first three questions in the semi-structured interview protocols (see Appendix
C, F, and I) served as a way for me to learn about the participants’ background,
experience, and beliefs toward teaching, learning, and leading.
Carol Ross, Director of Professional Learning. Carol Ross, the WSD Director
of Professional Learning, is a passionate educator with a long career devoted to
professional development and supporting teacher growth. She has been an eductor for
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close to 40 years, and her career began as an elementary teacher. She took several years
off to stay home with her children and returned to the profession as a part-time middle
school teacher. She later moved into a full-time middle school language arts teaching
position in WSD, and she taught eighth grade at the same school for 17 years. She then
transitioned into a mentoring role as a part of the induction program for new teachers in
WSD. Carol paired up this mentor position with a clinical professor position at a nearby
university, which began her journey as a coordinator of new teacher programming and
support.
For the past 12 years Carol has worked to oversee three different programs in
WSD: a new teacher induction program, a non-evaluative teacher support program that
pairs teachers with instructional coaches, and a university outreach program to place
student teachers and practicum students in WSD classrooms. About four years ago, a
large private donation to WSD allowed for the creation of a professional learning
department, and Carol got the opportunity to work to support teaching and learning
alongside the design of a new teacher evaluation system to meet the requirements of
Senate Bill 10-191. Carol explained:
We were responding not only to Senate Bill 191 but certainly the need to improve
our own, 191 might have been the impetus, but the truth is, it needed to happen.
We did it through a collaborative method. I did all the materials, education, and
training for teachers and administrators.
Carol described her role in the development of a teacher evaluation system as helping
teach the adults how to use the system and carry it out in a way that supported the
strengths of teachers
Carol has been in WSD for 35 years and is looking forward to a few great years
before she retires. She is most proud of the collaborative work of the school district and
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exclaimed that she has loved every minute of it. “Nobody does a journey in education by
themselves and the support of people make[s] things happen.” Her goal is to continue to
champion a teacher evaluation process that is fair, respectful, and differentiated to meet
the needs of teachers in WSD.
Heidi Dunnock, WSD Education Association (WSDEA) President. Heidi
began her career as a student teacher in WSD and quickly secured her first teaching job at
a WSD middle school over 25 years ago. She moved into the WSDEA president role
several years ago and worked collaboratively with WSD teachers, school leaders, and
school district leaders as a part of the committee who designed and implemented the new
teacher evaluation system. Heidi loved her time as a middle school science teacher and is
looking forward to returning to teaching after she finishes her tenure as WSDEA
president.
Heidi believes that an effective middle school teacher should have a real passion
for teaching early adolescents: “you need a real love of the age!” She appreciates school
leaders that can elevate their staff and build them up to reach their full potential in the
classroom. Heidi played a unique role in the design and implementation of the new
teacher evaluation system in WSD. The design and rollout process will be discussed later
in this section, but, essentially, Heidi was involved in the process from a school district
leader perspective while also representing the perspective of the teachers. Heidi is very
proud of her contribution to the process and feels that effective teaching and learning is
promoted by the new teacher evaluation system.
Robin Downing, principal. Robin began her career teaching social studies for
three years at a high school on the west coast before moving to Colorado. She started her
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career in WSD when she started working for her brother-in-law at SMS as a long-term
substitute 27 years ago. She moved into a full-time position the next year at SMS and
taught social studies and language arts. Robin got her administrator license in 2007 and
became the assistant principal at SMS. Five years later she moved into a school district
leadership role in 2012 when she became an assistant director for special education. She
worked for a year to assist students with special education needs in the 18-21 year old
transition program. The principal position at SMS opened up the next year, and she has
now been in that role for the past four years. She hired Kevin as assistant principal one
year after she began her principalship at SMS.
Robin believes that relationships are the key to effectively teaching middle
school, and these relationships coupled with effective communication are what make a
strong middle school leader. She has built an instructional leadership team at SMS and
has worked to bring focus and intentionality to professional development through the use
of book studies and the modeling of instructional best practice. She believes it is
important to listen to teachers to help them feel safe and better understand what they need
to improve their instruction. “I think they have to feel safe, but they have to feel safe that
they're working with people that care about their improvement.” She views herself as a
lifelong learner and credits her teachers for making her a better educator.
Kevin Trippe, assistant principal. Kevin has worked in education for over 10
years and began his career as a fifth grade teacher in southeast United States. He moved
into middle school when he began teaching sixth grade social studies. He also worked
with adults in the evenings to help them study and pass their General Equivalency
Diploma. After six years as a classroom teacher, he moved into school leadership and
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became an assistant principal. He worked for six years as an assistant principal in
southeast United States, and then Kevin and his wife decided to move to Colorado. Kevin
has now worked with Robin for the past three years at SMS.
Kevin also sees relationships as a vital aspect of working with middle school
students and is a strong believer in engaging all stakeholders in the school community.
He thinks strong school leaders must have a passion for the mission and vision of the
school and exude that passion in everything they do. He believes the best way to promote
teacher development is to constantly show teachers that he is willing to support them in
their growth. “You are willing to help support them in any way that they might need that.
If you have that relationship piece, that that person is going to trust what you say. Then
they are going to trust the process.” He believes this trust in him and the process leads to
school improvement.
Sam Plover, science teacher. Sam Plover has taught middle school science for
over twenty years. He spent his first five years as a teacher in a neighboring school
district before moving to WSD. He taught eighth grade science at another middle school
in WSD for 10 years before moving to SMS in 2005. Most of his time at SMS has been
working with eighth graders, but he moved onto the sixth grade team three years ago. He
loves working with middle school students and feels that he will always look back
positively on his career when he retires in two or three years.
Sam believes that good middle school teaching boils down to a triad of qualities:
empathy, the ability to multi-task, and the will to “be good at it.” He feels that he has
developed into a strong teacher in these areas due to a principal early in his career that
pushed him to self-reflect often. He recounted that the principal said to him, “I can tell, in
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my opinion, you’re a good teacher. But if you want to be great, you could do it. All you
need to do is a couple little things and you could be great.” That conversation stuck with
him, and now he is proud of his self-motivated ability to reflect on his practice. For the
past few years, he has turned his focus from self-reflecting in his own classroom to
helping others with their practice. He has led a few professional development workshops
at SMS and been a part of work in the science department at the school district level as
well.
Sam actively participates in professional development at SMS, although he
sometimes feels frustrated by the repetitive nature of the school’s focus. “We’ve used two
books now from the same person that are both on formative assessment. And so we are
getting beaten over the head by that! [laughs]...It’s about like, let’s shut up and let’s just
do it.” Overall, Sam is open to new ideas that help him learn and improve his craft, and
he respects the work of his leadership team. “They can make things happen, you know,
shakers and movers. So, we feel good about it, we are proud about it as a school. So, it’s
for everybody. It is for making everybody better.” He most appreciates that they
constantly push him to reflect on his teaching because he feels the only way teachers
change is if it comes from within.
Emma Lark, music teacher. Emma is a music teacher at SMS and also works at
another nearby K-8 for one class period each day. This split between buildings is typical
for music teachers in WSD. After graduating from college, Emma taught for two years in
a southeastern state where she was the musical director for fifth and sixth grade and the
assistant musical director for the nearby high school which was seventh through twelfth
grade. She took two years off from teaching to get her master’s degree and has now been
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at SMS for eight years. Her one daily class period at another school has typically changed
from year to year, and this year she is teaching beginning and advanced music to fifth
through eighth grade students. She is evaluated at SMS and considers it her “home
school.”
Emma believes that building rapport and relationships with middle school
students is the most important quality of a middle school teacher. She recognizes that
every teacher probably does that differently based on his or her personality, but some sort
of strong connection with students is key. Emma tries to empower students to be leaders
of their own learning, a theme in the two books that have been the focus of professional
development at SMS. She also works hard to make connections between music and other
disciplines to create relevancy for her students.
Emma learns best by observing herself and other teachers. She feels inspired
when she is able to watch how others teach, talk with other teachers about strategies, and
get new ideas for her own classroom. In the past, she has videotaped herself teaching in
order to reflect on her practice, but she feels that watching others is still more valuable.
Emma truly values improvement and growth. “I think, personally, I think that as soon as
you stop trying to…thinking that you know it all, as soon as you think you know it all,
you stop growing at all.” Emma appreciates when her evaluator engages her in
conversations about the “why” of her teaching, and she feels she improves a lot from
these ongoing conversations.
Marsha Herrier, language arts teacher. Marsha started her career as a special
education teacher in the Midwest. Her first master’s degree was in special education and
her work with students with emotional disabilities was actually a new field in special
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education when she began her career over 30 years ago. She moved to Colorado and had
to get a second master’s degree to gain her Colorado licensure to teach literacy in a “pull
out” resource model. “That kind of dried up because the state decided to do something
else,” and Marsha moved into the general education classroom, teaching sixth and eighth
grade language arts and reading. She has taught a total of 28 years at SMS and is
planning to retire after this school year.
Marsha believes that passion is critical as a middle school teacher:
Passion for the content area, passion for the kids that you are working with,
passion for learning. Because you’re not…you can’t change if you’re not
passionate. You can’t change if you’re not passionate…you can’t motivate people
if you’re not passionate. Or it’s harder, I would say, without passion. I think it’s
hard to win people over if you are not passionate about what you are doing. You
can’t stay motivated yourself if you’re not passionate.
She feels that teachers get pushed from all sides: parents, students, and administrators,
and a good leader is compassionate and empathetic to teachers and the work they do. In
Marsha’s eyes, a great leader is one that understands the push and pull on teachers and
works to support them. Marsha feels respected as a professional at SMS and appreciates
that the leadership team gives her the freedom to select her own areas for growth.
Interestingly, she has been at SMS long enough to have worked alongside Robin as a
teacher in the language arts department before she moved into school leadership.
Marsha likes the work they are doing as a school through professional
development, but, like Sam, she feels a bit frustrated when she feels like they are just
“rehashing” the same concepts over and over. She wants more time devoted to actually
implementing the new information and refreshing her lessons with the new learning
instead of just moving on to a new topic. She wants more time to be the creator of her
own learning at the school level. Marsha loves the new school district professional
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development and was emphatic that empowering teachers to teach other teachers is is the
most brilliant way to approach professional development.
Documents Used from Sandpiper
Middle School and Woodland
School District
There were several key documents that were either referenced by participants
during the semi-structured interviews or publicly available on the school district website,
or both. These documents became the basis for the document analysis I used to build a
description of SMS and WSD and understand the teacher evaluation practices and teacher
development at the school and school district level. I have included a brief description of
these documents to add clarity to the ensuing case description.
Educator Evaluation Handbook. Educator Evaluation Handbook is a
pseudonym for the rather distinctive title of the actual document that is publicly available
on the WSD website. I have chosen to use a pseudonym to protect the identity of the
school district and the participants. If a direct quote from a semi-structured interview
participant included a reference to this document, then I have replaced the document
name with [Educator Evaluation Handbook]. This handbook includes several sections:
introduction, negotiated language, WSD Educator Effectiveness Standards, WSD
Educator Effectiveness scoring rubric, evaluation forms, Connecting Documents
[pseudonym used as actual name could reveal identity of school district], index of terms,
professional development ideas, and resources.
Woodland School District Education Association (WSDEA) Negotiated
Agreement. The WSDEA Negotiated Agreement is effective from August 1, 2015 thru
July 31, 2018 and includes ten sections outlining the details of the mutual agreement
between the WSD Board of Education, the WSDEA, and the employees of WSD. An
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entire section is devoted to employment and evaluation and includes details about the
timeline and implementation of the teacher evaluation system in WSD. This includes
information on probationary and non-probationary status, the differentiated levels of
teacher evaluation in WSD, and general procedural requirements of the paperwork
associated with the teacher evaluation process.
Connecting Documents. Connecting Documents is a pseudonym for the
distinctive title of the actual documents that are publicly available on the WSD website. I
have chosen to use a pseudonym to protect the identity of the school district and the
participants. If a direct quote from a semi-structured interview participant included a
reference to these documents, then I have replaced the actual document name with
[Connecting Documents]. Connecting Documents are a series of guides developed
collaboratively by content area teachers school district-wide to help evaluators recognize
and understand how the standards and elements of the WSD Educator Effectiveness
system are implemented in different content areas. These Connecting Documents are
important to the teacher evaluation process in WSD and were mentioned in several semistructured interviews with participants. The Connecting Documents for over 20 different
content areas and levels are available on the WSD website.
Results of the Teaching and Learning Conditions Colorado (TLCC) Survey.
Teachers at SMS also took the TLCC Survey (TLCC, 2018b). As with the survey results
from LMS, I treated these results as a document. I analyzed the same survey items as
outlined previously in this Chapter and illustrated in Table 5. Over 90% of the SMS staff
responded to the survey (TLCC, 2018b). The actual results from the TLCC survey will be
included in Chapter V as part of data source triangulation for the emerging themes.
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Non-Participant Observations at
Sandpiper Middle School
I attended one professional development late start at SMS. The meeting started
with Robin (SMS, P) setting the purposes of the meeting: to give feedback on the climate
of SMS and to learn new strategies and ideas from each other. Robin (SMS, P) explained
that quality feedback from teachers was vital to effective leadership and growth. The
WSDEA representative for the building then distributed TLCC Survey handouts, and
teachers spent the next 15 minutes taking the online TLCC Survey. Robin (SMS, P) then
introduced the four teacher-led professional development workshops, and teachers split
into groups based on their choice. After 20 minutes, the teacher rotated to a different
workshop. Robin (SMS, P) asked all teachers to come back together to review their
learning before they went to their classrooms to prepare for their day with students.
I used the non-participant observation protocol presented in Chapter III and
illustrated in Appendix J to take both descriptive and reflective field notes during this
non-participant observation. These field notes were included in the iterative data analysis
process used for this study. The findings from this non-participant observation were
utilized as a data source for data source triangulation in Chapter V.
Questionnaire Sent to All
Sandpiper Middle
School Teachers
An anonymous questionnaire was emailed to all teachers at SMS and
approximately 15 percent of teachers started the questionnaire, and about ten percent
actually completed the entire questionnaire. Of the teachers that completed the entire
questionnaire, zero had taught less than four years and 75 percent had taught more than
ten years. All of the participants who completed the questionnaire had been employed at
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SMS the year before. The response rate for the questionnaire sent to SMS teachers was
much lower than the one sent to LMS teachers. Because of this limited response rate, the
questionnaire results from SMS were only used to verify emerging themes that were
already revealed from other data sources instead of uncovering new emerging themes.
Woodland School District Profile
Woodland School District (WSD) is one of the largest school districts in
Colorado. Approximately 31,000 students attended one of the over 40 schools in the
school district which are spread out over approximately 500 square miles and multiple
municipalities. According to the Colorado Department of Education (CDE) website, the
demographic breakdown of WSD students in 2017-18 was around 70% White, 20%
Hispanic and/or Latino, with the remaining 10% comprised of students identifying as
Asian, Black, two or more races, and American Indian or Pacific Islander. Furthermore,
10% of the students in WSD were designated as English language learners and
approximately 20% qualified for free and reduced lunch. A little over 10 percent of
students in the school district were on Individualized Education Plans and qualify for
special education services. The class of 2016 had over a 90% graduation rate with over
half of the students attending a higher education institution during the subsequent
academic year. The school district employed almost 2,000 licensed teachers for the 201718 school year.
Teacher evaluation system development and rollout. The development of a
teacher evaluation system to meet the requirements of the Educator Effectiveness Act
(2011) began in WSD during the 2012-13 school year with the creation of an Educator
Effectiveness Committee. This committee was comprised of over 20 members, including
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teachers, service providers (school psychologists, speech language pathologists, etc.),
building administrators, representation from a nearby higher education institution, school
district Board of Education members, district leaders, and teacher association leadership.
Heidi (WSD, EAP) explained that the creation of the committee was actually included as
a part of the negotiated agreement. She explained the mentality of the team: “Let’s do this
together, here are the people that are going to be on an Educator Effectiveness
Committee…We’ll figure this out together!” Heidi (WSD, EAP) noted that there were
more teachers on the committee than school leaders or school district leaders.
According to the WSD Educator Evaluation Handbook, this committee
recommended that WSD “incorporate the Colorado Teacher Quality Standards and
Elements, and modify the Professional Practices to ensure they align with the beliefs and
priorities of [Woodland] School District.” Carol (WSD, AS) explained the process:
We accepted the state's standards, but we took the elements...we took out the
negative language. The state has come closer to what we initially did. But we did
it with large groups of people. So, we had every, the committee had teachers,
administrators, directors involved. And a lot of teachers, a lot of people, because,
from the beginning we said that we had to make evaluation an active process.
Even though WSD modified the elements of the Professional Practices, the Colorado
Teacher Quality Standards were adopted, and WSD was considered one of 161 school
districts that implemented the State Model Evaluation System according to the CDE data
assurance process in 2013 (CDE, n.d.c). The new teacher evaluation system is referred to
as WSD Educator Effectiveness.
The Educator Effectiveness Committee recommended a collaborative approach to
developing school district resources to identify effective instruction and best practices in
all content areas. Over 200 teachers and service providers were included in the
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development of these Connecting Documents in each content area to provide support to
evaluators in carrying out the new evaluation process. As a school principal, Robin
(SMS, P) felt they helped clarify expectations. “Sometimes the standards are a little
esoteric, and you wonder, ‘well, what does that really look like in a classroom? what does
that mean?’ And the [Connecting Documents] help fill that in.” Carol (WSD, AS) further
explained that the actual process of developing the Connecting Documents was
meaningful as well:
One thing we were very proud of is we came up with these [Connecting
Documents]. These [Connecting Documents] were written by teachers, for
teachers. The part I loved is we said “if this is an ‘effective’ and we have defined
along with the state and we're required to do that…what does that look like?” So,
then letting teachers define and give an example was so exciting.
These Connecting Documents were shared as a part of the Educator Evaluation
Handbook and were promoted in the WSD Educator Effectiveness rollout as evidence of
the collaborative and forward-thinking approach of the Educator Effectiveness
Committee.
A pilot period for the WSD Educator Effectiveness system was implemented in
the 2013-14 school year. All school leaders and one teacher from each school were
trained in the new system, and ongoing professional development at the school district
and building level was utilized to spur discussions on teacher effectiveness, teacher selfreflection, and details of the timeline of the new teacher evaluation system. Carol (WSD,
AS) described the process:
We had unbelievable conversations and the conversations we had were, were
about -- we would show some tape and say where would you evaluate? and why
did you? Really talking deeply with principals for a full year. And the district was
unbelievably generous to both [other former district leader] and I. They gave me - I had sometimes two hours a month, which you know in a principal’s life, what
that means. It was unbelievable!
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The 2013-14 teacher evaluation pilot process was designated as a “hold harmless” year,
with a rating of ineffective not counting against a teacher or their progress towards nonprobationary status. This pilot period only included work on the the professional practices
aspect of the WSD Educator Effectiveness system, and school district leaders and the
Educator Effectiveness Committee members continued to work to address the inclusion
of student achievement data in the teacher evaluation process.
All teachers were evaluated under the new system in the 2014-15 school year, and
there were ongoing efforts to deepen stakeholder understanding of the WSD Educator
Effectiveness system components and further refine the process utilizing a collaborative
approach. According to the Educator Evaluation Handbook, the five key components of
the WSD Educator Effectiveness system are observation, collection of artifacts, dialogue,
professional development, and gathering data on students’ assessment. These components
are required by the state and were aligned to the WSD values of effective teaching and
learning. The inclusion of student achievement data in the teacher evaluation process
continues to be a focus of the work of the Educator Effectiveness Committee. A group
score was used as part of the teacher evaluation process. This could include teacherdeveloped assessment artifacts of student learning or school district-developed common
content assessments to satisfy the requirement of the inclusion of student achievement
data as outlined by the Educator Effectiveness Act (2010).
The Educator Evaluation Committee continues to examine issues of fairness and
equity around incorporating student achievement data as measured by state standardized
assessments in a school district where the participation rates in state standardized
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assessments are extremely low with several schools reporting a participation rate less
than ten percent. Carol (WSD, AS) explained:
And we began that as rigorously as we really could when we saw the trend of
parents opting students out [of standardized testing]. As we look at the high
school down to middle school, you know, it doesn’t take very long for that trend
to go down to middle school. And I won’t be able to tell you the number, but I
think it’s 30% of our middle schoolers did not do testing, as well. And we’ve got
15 [percent] at the elementary as well. The state came back and said you have to
let parents opt out. So [WSD], I would say, if we were going to say percentage [of
student achievement data in teacher evaluation] and how does that work, I would
say that we’re still figuring that out.
WSD school district leaders and school leaders continue to work on providing
professional development to teachers to better utilize the student data they do have to
inform teacher development efforts.
Teacher evaluation system process and timeline. There are five main steps of
the teacher evaluation process outlined in the Educator Evaluation Handbook: first
conference, observation(s) with feedback, a mid-year check in, rubric scoring, and
signing of documents. The major steps in the teacher evaluation process along with
details and timelines for probationary and non-probationary teachers are included in
Table 7.

134

Table 7
Teacher Evaluation Timeline for Probationary and Non-Probationary Teachers in
Woodland School District
Probationary Teacher Evaluation Timeline
Timeline
Details

By 09/15
First conference:
Discuss Growth
Plans, goals,
evaluation process,
roles and
responsibilities,
and expectations

By 11/1
Two observations
with feedback, at
least one longer
than 30 minutes
and with prior
knowledge of
teacher

By 01/31
- Written
progress report
completed and
discussed with
teacher
- Two additional
observations
with feedback,
at least one is
longer than 30
minutes and
with prior
knowledge of
teacher

By 02/16
Summative
evaluation
sent to
teacher

By 03/01
Summative
evaluation
finalized by
teacher

Non-probationary Teacher Evaluation Timeline
Timeline
Details

By 10/01
First conference:
Discuss evaluation
process, clarify
roles, discuss
products

Teacher drafts an
evaluation plan
including goals,
outcomes, and
data collection to
measure progress

Ongoing by 04/17
Second
conference:
teacher and
evaluator
finalize
evaluation plan

Summative
evaluation
sent to
teacher

By 05/01
Summative
evaluation
finalized by
teacher

This timeline is outlined in both the Educator Evaluation Handbook and the
negotiated master agreement between the school district and the education association.
Robin (SMS, P), Kevin (SMS, AP), and Carol (WSD, AS) also identified the
differentiated timeline and process for probationary and non-probationary teachers. The
entire process is managed electronically through an online portal system developed
internally by school district leaders. This electronic portal also allows teachers and
evaluators to upload artifacts to be included as a part of the teacher evaluation process.
Differentiated levels of teacher evaluation. The teacher evaluation process for
non-probationary teachers in WSD is split into two levels that are differentiated based on
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the purpose of the teacher evaluation process. According to the negotiated master
agreement, Level I is designed to support risk-taking, build collaboration opportunities
between teachers and evaluators, and reduce the anxiety associated with the teacher
evaluation process. The Level I process is meant to be flexible, streamlined, and
meaningful for both the teacher and the evaluator. The Level II evaluation process,
however, is used when concerns regarding performance need to be addressed with the
teacher, and these concerns cannot be addressed adequately using the Level I process.
I found details about Level II of the teacher evaluation process in the Educator
Evaluation Handbook and the negotiated master agreement. The use of Level II as a path
towards potential teacher dismissal was triangulated in my semi-structured interviews
with Robin (SMS, P) and Carol (WSD, AS). Robin (SMS, P) brought it up when she
mentioned that one year she was very busy with a Level II that “takes so much time.” She
later explained that the teacher was dismissed from the building in a fair and respectful
application of the Level II process. She said:
I think it was also done with enough grace and confidentiality that both she [the
teacher on a Level II evaluation process] in that process were also supported by
her peers and others in the building. It didn't seem unfair and it was a game
changer for that department. And for all the kids. It became more abundantly clear
that it was the right decision even after she was gone.
Carol (WSD, AS) also discussed the Level II teacher evaluation process. As a school
district leader, she has a role in this process. She explained:
That’s our Level II, I would call it big, serious, stuff. You know, and, um, and
then I have a role in that. And my role is for our Level II, that would be, you must
make improvement or we will be separating our contract together.
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The actual details of the Level II process are alluded to in the Educator Evaluation
Handbook, but are more clearly articulated in the negotiated master agreement and were
also discussed by Carol (WSD, AS).
The Level II teacher evaluation process includes a series of three classroom
observation and feedback cycles intended to clarify expectations, document performance
concerns, and identify areas of improvement for the teacher. The Level II teacher
evaluation process can also be used as documentation of unsatisfactory performance
resulting in dismissal. The first two observation and feedback cycles are 12 weeks in
length and include bi-weekly classroom observations and post-observation conferences.
These culminate in a meeting with the evaluator, the teacher, the Assistant
Superintendent of Human Resources, and a WSD Educators’ Association Representative.
Carol (WSD, AS) referred to these culminating meetings as decision points for how to
proceed in best supporting the teacher and their improvement. The third, and final,
observation and feedback cycle is nine weeks in length and results in a written summary
recommending either re-designation of employment status back to a Level I, an
improvement plan with indicators identified for monitoring progress in the future, or a
recommendation for dismissal.
Woodland School District beliefs towards teacher effectiveness and teacher
evaluation. Part of the work of the Educator Effectiveness Committee was to articulate a
set of beliefs about teacher effectiveness and teacher evaluation in WSD. According to
the Educator Evaluation Handbook, the evaluation system in WSD is a process that:
•

is built on trust and mutual respect,

•

includes a shared understanding of educator effectiveness,
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•

is based on a foundation of valid and reliable measures of teaching performance,
and

•

is supportive and drives professional development to improve the quality of
teaching and learning.

This belief system was apparent in the semi-structured interviews, and Carol (WSD, AS)
summarized it well:
I do believe in the goodness of the system. I believe that, um, I believe in
teachers, I believe in administrators. I believe in education. But I have, I believe
that we have a great moral responsibility to be as good as we possibly can be. I
believe in a quote by Maya Angelou that says “now that we know, we have to do
better.” Every time we learn, we have to do better. And, just as I would ask a
teacher to draw the best out of a student, I would ask a principal to draw the best
out of their teachers. And they know that we believe that.
While exploring the work of the Educator Effectiveness Committee and the belief system
behind the WSD Educator Effectiveness system were crucial to understanding teacher
evaluation in WSD, these school district-level factors served as contextual variables to
the purpose of this study which is focused on the implementation of teacher evaluation at
the school level. Based on the selection criteria outlined in Chapter III, SMS was selected
for this study as an information-rich middle school. The previous description of WSD
serves as a foundation for understanding the larger contextual variables impacting teacher
evaluation and teacher development at SMS.
Sandpiper Middle School Profile
In 2017-18, SMS served over 600 students in 6th, 7th, and 8th grade, 80% percent
of which were White, around 10% were Hispanic or Latino, around 2% were Asian,
about 1% were Black or African American, about 5% self-identified as two or more
races, and less than 0.5% were American Indian. Additionally, almost 20% of students
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that attended SMS qualified for free or reduced lunch, and typically around 25% of the
students that attend the school are open enrolled from outside the school attendance
boundaries. In 2017-18, the staff included over 40 certified teachers, two counselors, a
school psychologist, and a principal and assistant principal. SMS has two feeder
elementary schools and most eighth graders continue on to one of two different high
schools.
Sandpiper Middle School daily schedule. Students at SMS attend seven periods
throughout the day with a different lunch period for each grade level. Classes are about
50 minutes long, and every Wednesday is a late start day to provide extra time in the
morning for teacher professional development. The late start days include shortened class
periods with an extended seventh period for quiet work time, teacher help sessions, and
assignment make-up.
The scheduling in the building has precluded true grade level teams. However, the
school was described by Robin (SMS, P) as having “a middle school ethos with a junior
high school schedule.” She further explained that while many teachers teach different
grade levels throughout the day, there is still a focus on whole-child programming to
support middle level learners. Also, there are no grade level teams, but there are ample
opportunities for teachers to collaborate to support students, design curriculum, and
discuss content-specific strategies.
Sandpiper Middle School professional development structure. The
professional development format at SMS is designed by the instructional leadership team.
Robin (SMS, P) explained:
Our instructional leadership team, which we developed a few years ago, really is
the guiding force on overall professional development for the building, and that is
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representation from all the content areas and a media specialist and our counseling
department.
The professional development structure includes three pre-service days before students
return in August, weekly Wednesday “late start” mornings, monthly faculty meetings,
four school district-wide professional development days, and instructional rounds.
Pre-service days. There are three days devoted to professional development
before students return in August. Robin (SMS, P) was the only interview participant that
mentioned the pre-service days when asked about professional development at SMS. This
time is spent on a variety of things to get the school year started. In 2017-18, there was an
entire day of consensus work on the grading system at SMS, and this work will be
revisited throughout the year. Robin also had the staff complete a training on
Emergenetics, a system for understanding how to build relationships with different types
of students to engage them within the class and school community. Finally, the teachers
got extra time to work in their classrooms as there was work done to the building over the
summer that impacted many of the classrooms.
Late start Wednesdays. According to Kevin (SMS, AP), the staff did consensus
work two years ago and voted to move towards a late start schedule on Wednesdays with
a rotating focus each week. Kevin (SMS, AP) explained:
Each week gets broken down into these different parts. And that schedule and
calendar of when and how those pieces come together was all designed by a
teacher leadership instructional team. So, there was tremendous buy-in from the
start on how we were going to structure that late start time.
Students start school one hour later than normal which gives extra time for professional
development and collaboration. Robin explained that the decision to move to this late
start schedule on Wednesdays was to address the concerns in the 2015 TELL Survey data
regarding lack of collaboration time.
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The focus of each late start time rotates throughout the month. Robin typically
leads the first one each month, and most of the work is focused on the ongoing theme of
formative assessment through a book study approach. All three teachers referred to this
book study time first when asked about professional development. Marsha (SMS, T)
explained:
Once a month there is one of those blocks of time is considered PD. And this year
and last year we’ve been working our way through a book on formative
assessment. And we would read parts of the book and respond in different ways.
And then try to bring those practices into our classrooms. And, you know, come
back to the group next month and discuss.
Emma (SMS, T) discussed how she works to loosely focus her goals for the year around
the books, and Sam (SMS, T) said, “It has been a lot about getting us together and,
looking at what different people are doing, and what might we change if we have the time
and wherewithal.”
For the past two years the focus had been on Embedding Formative Assessment
(William & Leahy, 2015), and for 2017-18, teachers read and responded to Leaders of
Their Own Learning (Berger, Rugen, & Woodfin, 2014). Robin (SMS, P) discussed the
connection between the books:
We’re connecting Leaders of Their Own Learning with Embedding Formative
Assessment, and Berger takes some of the same things that William does, just puts
them in a different context. It's the combination of the two, really make it really
powerful for teachers.
These books also connect to the teacher evaluation process, which I have addressed later
in this chapter.
The other late start Wednesdays each month serve as collaboration time with a
different focus each week. Teachers meet in small breakout groups during these late start
times. The rotation includes department meetings for content area collaboration and
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student support meetings to focus on strategies to meet students’ needs. While this
collaboration time is an important part of the professional development format and
structure, it was often treated as an afterthought by the interview participants. Interview
participants clearly articulated the first late start time, often led by Robin (SMS, P) and
focused on the theme of formative assessment through a book study, as professional
development. The structure of the other late start mornings was usually mentioned in
passing. For example, after Marsha (SMS, T) spent considerable time describing the book
study professional development time and her perspective on its structure, she briefly
mentioned the other late start days as time for “department meeting, student support
meeting, sometimes MTSS [Muli-Tiered Systems of Support], and then one of those
chunks is time for us to collaborate with our grade level people. Or planning.”
Faculty meetings. Each month, Robin (SMS, P) and Kevin (SMS, AP) lead an
after school faculty meeting to “talk about things that are coming down the pipeline,
things that teachers need to be aware of: HR [Human Resources] updates, legal updates,
things of that nature…the nuts and bolts.” Robin (SMS, P) explained that they include a
positive recognition opportunity to celebrate the work of the teachers and staff. She said
she likes to “try to make one of those something that's academically related, something
that's related to their practice without being overt about it. Just so that we're constantly
reinforcing the positivity of people really taking their growth serious.” Robin (SMS, P)
described that she also tries to showcase an example of whatever element they are
focusing on as a school to show support of the ongoing work to move in the desired
direction.
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Designated Woodland School District professional development days.
Throughout the year there are four designated school district-wide professional
development days. On these days, teachers participate in professional development within
their school for half of the day and professional development designed by the school
district for the other half. Starting this year, school district professional development
opportunities have been offered through a recurring course structure, called pathways,
that teachers choose out of a catalog. Teachers attend the same course for all four WSD
professional development days. As a result of this choice-based model, the pathway
courses are comprised of teachers from different buildings, grade levels, and content
areas collaborating to learn about a topic of their choice. Carol (WSD, AS) has worked to
align each pathway course to a standard or element in the WSD Educator Effectiveness
system.
Employees can propose a pathway offering following an application process
created by teachers in WSD. Robin (SMS, P) actually proposed and presented a pathway
course along with a principal from a nearby school. Two of the teachers I interviewed
from SMS mentioned the WSD pathways. Emma (SMS, T) briefly mentioned the choice
associated with it, but Marsha (SMS, T) went into much more detail about the structure
and how much she loved her experience with the pathway class. Many of these pathways
lead to a salary credit option where teachers can do work outside of the designated class
time to gain credit to move over on the salary scale. Carol (WSD, AS) has carefully
monitored the feedback from these courses to think about future offerings that meet the
needs of teachers across WSD.
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During the school-based time on these designated school district professional
development days, Robin (SMS, P) works with the instructional leadership team to offer
teacher-led workshops at SMS. Teachers sign up to attend other teachers’ presentations to
learn about something that has made a difference in their classroom. Robin was
interviewed at the beginning of the school year before the first WSD professional
development day, but she was looking forward to teacher-led professional development
that showcased the five formative assessment categories from William (2015) and made
teachers leaders of their own learning (Berger et al., 2014).
Instructional rounds. Three years ago, Robin (SMS, P) implemented an
instructional rounds system where teachers observed other teachers’ classrooms and gave
feedback. The first year was optional and focused solely on finding positive examples of
things that aligned to the budding school focus on formative assessment. Last year, the
instructional leadership team decided to experiment with the format by requiring
participation. Robin explained the change:
That didn't work very well and we didn't incentivize it well enough to get a lot.
Some people went and saw a lot, and some people almost nothing at all. So, the
instruction leadership team is looking more into incentivizing people to do that
and setting up some structures so that people can see each other during the day.
Marsha (SMS, T) also mentioned instructional rounds. “Last year, there were -- we were
really forced to do classroom observations in our colleagues’ classrooms. And we had to
give up some of our plan time to do that [hesitates] and no one really liked it…and it felt
real contrived.”
The intersection between teacher development and teacher evaluation at SMS
happens during the goal setting process. Every SMS semi-structured interview participant
mentioned goals focused on some aspect of the professional development book study. For
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this reason, it was important for me to first discuss professional development before
exploring the Educator Effectiveness system implementation at SMS.
Educator Effectiveness implementation at Sandpiper Middle School. Both
Robin (SMS, P) and Kevin (SMS, AP) follow the WSD Educator Effectiveness process
and timeline closely. The two administrators split up evaluation assignments and try to
alternate the assignments from year to year. They also try to balance out the number of
probationary teachers assigned to each evaluator as their evaluation process is more timeconsuming and detailed.
Robin (SMS, P) explained that they are most careful with probationary teachers
and are often in their classrooms for short periods of time at least once per week. Robin
(SMS, P) wants teachers and students to be used to administrator presence, but the
observations are not overtly evaluative. She strives to find the positive and encourage
teacher metacognition with her probationary teachers. She and Kevin both feel that
teacher growth comes from the ongoing conversations spurred by the short and frequent
observations. Probationary teachers formulate goals at the beginning of the year that are
discussed throughout the school year.
Non-probationary teachers are also observed by Robin and Kevin, but their
feedback tends to be geared more towards their goals. “Our non-probationary teachers,
they have a lot of latitude in what they do during, during the year for evaluation, and we
may end up finishing our non-probationary teachers’ evaluation[s] early. But that doesn't
stop us from going into classes.”
Robin (SMS, P) and Kevin (LMS, AP) focus a lot on self- evaluation and goalsetting with the teachers. Sam (SMS, T), Emma (SMS, T), and Marsha (SMS, T) all
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mentioned the push from Robin and Kevin to focus their goals. They discussed their
goals specifically and made references to how their goals fit within the professional
development work at SMS. Emma (SMS, T) summarized the goal work:
It's nice, so, at the beginning they say, you know, give us the ways you're going to
track these goals. It has to be measurable, figure out how you're going to measure
it, and then throughout the year we're going through and we should be tracking
‘em, right. And at the end of the year we talk a little bit about it.
Robin (SMS, P) and Kevin (SMS, AP) both limit the number of goals that a teacher can
have and ask them to formulate at least one goal align with the professional development
focus. However, within those parameters they try to give teachers choice in the specific
details of their goals. Robin explained, “I think it is a district-wide thing, [Carol] (WSD,
AS) would probably say the same thing. Teacher choice in what they work on is really
essential to having buy-in into the whole process.” According to Kevin (SMS, AP), he
and Robin (SMS, P) are very up front with teachers regarding the focus of the school and
the need for goals to align with the overall focus, but also transparent that they want
teachers to feel ownership over their goals.
Conclusion
The goal of this qualitative study was to gain a rich understanding of the complex
issue of teacher evaluation and teacher development within the natural context of the
school district and school (Creswell, 2013). In order to answer the research question, I
collected a holistic account of multiple perspectives at both the school and school district
level (Creswell, 2013). To adequately describe these multiple perspectives, it was
important for me to fully describe the participants, the data sources, and the key
components required to understand teacher evaluation and teacher development in both
schools and their respective school districts. The case descriptions in this chapter will
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serve as a foundation for understanding the cross-case and within-in case analyses
discussed in Chapter V and the conclusion and implications presented in Chapter VI.
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CHAPTER V
FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS
In this qualitative study, the teacher evaluation practices in two middle schools
with positive teacher perceptions of the teacher evaluation process and professional
development programming as measured by the Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and
Learning (TELL) Colorado survey were explored to better understand how teacher
evaluation practices supported teacher development. I interviewed school district leaders,
school leaders, and teachers; conducted non-participant observations at both schools
included in this study; administered an anonymous questionnaire to all teachers; and
conducted an analysis of teacher evaluation documents in order to answer the research
question: what teacher evaluation practices promote teacher development in two middle
schools on the front range with positive teacher perception of teacher evaluation practices
as measured by the 2015 Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and Learning (TELL)
Colorado Survey? I provided a context and participant description in Chapter IV, and I
have included a discussion of findings and analysis in this chapter.
Overview of Nomenclature Used for School Districts,
Schools, and Participants
Sandpiper Middle School (SMS) in Woodland School District (WSD) and
Longspur Middle School (LMS) in Lapland Public Schools (LPS) are the schools and
school districts included in this study. Two school district leaders participated in the
semi-structured interviews, and both of these participants held unique titles that could
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potentially identify them or their school district. I have modified their titles to assistant
superintendent to protect their identity and the identity of the school districts in which
they work.
School leaders and teachers at both schools were also included in this study.
Throughout this chapter participants are identified by their pseudonym, followed by an
abbreviation of their school or school district and an abbreviation of their position. A
summary of the school districts, schools, participants, and the participant roles is
provided in Table 8. If a direct quote included information that may identify the school
districts, schools, or participants, then I have replaced that information with the
appropriate pseudonym and have signaled that change using square brackets (e.g.,
[Veda]). I have also utilized square brackets to add clarifying information to direct quotes
when needed to maintain clarity and accuracy in my findings (e.g., when participants use
acronyms within direct quotes).
Table 8
Individual Participants’ pseudonym, school district, school, and position from two middle
schools with positive teacher perception of teacher evaluation and professional
development
School district or school

Participant name

Role

Lapland Public Schools

Jay McKidd

Assistant Superintendent

Abbreviation
used in text
LPS, AS

Longspur Middle School

Veda Brant
Piper Green
Heath Dunlin
Otis Redding

Principal
Teacher, science
Teacher, social studies
Teacher, music

LMS, P
LMS, T
LMS, T
LMS, T

Woodland School District

Carol Ross
Heidi Dunnock

Assistant Superintendent
WSD Ed. Assoc. President

WSD, AS
WSD, EAP

Sandpiper Middle School

Robin Downing
Kevin Trippe
Marsha Herrier
Sam Plover
Emma Lark

Principal
Assistant Principal
Teacher, language arts
Teacher, science
Teacher, music

SMS, P
SMS, AP
SMS, T
SMS, T
SMS, T
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Organization of the Chapter
In this chapter, I have discussed the findings from the semi-structured interviews,
document analysis, non-participant observations, and questionnaire responses. I
conducted both a within-case and cross-case analyses as a part of the iterative data
analysis process. The cross-case analysis led to five emerging themes that illuminated
how teacher evaluation practices promote teacher development. Because much of the
within-case analyses were encompassed by the robust context description I provided in
Chapter IV and because many elements of the within-case analyses were used as
supporting evidence for the emerging themes from the cross-case analysis, I have chosen
to first present the cross-case analysis. Elements from both the within-case and cross-case
analyses as well as discussion of data source triangulation are woven into the exploration
of each emerging theme. At the end of this chapter, I have described the findings of the
within-case analyses with a summary of the emerging themes unique to each middle
school and its respective school district.
The five emerging themes from the cross-case analysis were:
•

a belief-based vision for the design and implementation of teacher evaluation,

•

supportive leaders fostered a culture of professional learning for teachers where
evaluation was an ongoing conversation,

•

clear alignment of teacher evaluation professional development, and school
vision,

•

teachers were leaders of their own learning, and

•

teachers’ experiences with the teacher evaluation process were insulated from
policy changes, by design.
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I have first discussed each of these five emerging themes individually followed by a
summary of the within-case analyses findings and a preview of the implications to be
discussed in Chapter VI.
A Belief-Based Vision for the Design and Implementation of
Teacher Evaluation
The teacher evaluation systems in both school districts were designed and
implemented atop a foundation of a belief-based vision for the role of teacher evaluation
in supporting teacher development. While school district leaders in each school district
started their teacher evaluation design with a slightly different set of core beliefs, the
commonality of the existence and clear communication of the beliefs was an emerging
theme. The core beliefs behind the teacher evaluation system design and implementation
in both school districts were clearly communicated through teacher evaluation documents
and professional development opportunities at both the school and school district level.
These beliefs were also evident in both the semi-structured interviews and the
questionnaire responses.
It was quite clear that both school districts had core beliefs about the role of
teacher evaluation in promoting teacher development. In fact, both Educator Evaluation
Handbooks had an entire section devoted to these core beliefs, which I summarized in
Chapter IV. However, beyond the sheer existence of the core beliefs regarding teacher
evaluation is the impact these beliefs had on the implementation of the teacher evaluation
process and how school leaders used the process to promote teacher development. Most
participants associated the school district with the teacher evaluation system design and
their school leaders with the teacher evaluation implementation. Therefore, areas where
participants referenced both teacher evaluation design and implementation in their
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responses were areas where the belief-based vision was evident, as this vision was what
linked design to implementation. This overlap was most often presented when
participants justified their perception of a growth-based purpose for teacher evaluation.
Veda (LMS, P) stood in front of her LMS staff at an after school professional
development meeting in late August and asked, “What are the tenets of the teacher
evaluation system in LPS?” Several staff members responded “growth” in unison. She
flipped to the first slide where “growth mindset” was at the top of the list with a sentence
underneath: “Everyone can learn and grow.” A few weeks earlier at SMS, Robin (SMS,
P) had leaned back in her chair during her semi-structured interview, sipped her water,
and explained:
I think the purposes of the teacher evaluation it is to pull people out of their
isolation so that they have the opportunity for honest feedback and partnership in
ongoing growth. And that growth is for both the teachers and their profession and
for the students in their classrooms.
A clearly communicated and shared purpose of teacher evaluation within both school
districts was teacher growth and improvement, terms I operationalized as teacher
development in Chapter I. Growth, improvement, learning, and development were open
codes in the documents, semi-structured interviews, and questionnaire analysis and were
collapsed to support the emerging theme of a belief-based vision for the design and
implementation of teacher evaluation. However, it is not the actual identified purpose of
teacher evaluation that supports the emerging theme of a belief-based vision for the role
of teacher evaluation. Instead, it is the fact that the purpose was referenced through
discussions of both teacher evaluation system design and implementation and that the
purpose was consistently identified by participants with roles at different levels within the
school district organization. To explore this, I have started with a discussion of the
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identified purpose of teacher evaluation at the school district level followed by the
perceptions of school leaders and teachers with data source triangulation woven
throughout.
The clear and shared purpose of growth and improvement was evident at the
school district level. School district leaders in both school districts mentioned this shared
purpose as a part of the design of the teacher evaluation systems. Carol (WSD, AS)
exclaimed, “I don't believe anybody got taught by being told they were short, and I don’t
believe that anybody gets better unless they have options to know how to [emphasis] to
get better.” She went on to explain that in WSD “we have a growth model, so it's
continuous improvement of the skills of our teachers and staff. And coupled with
opportunities to grow.” Heidi (WSD, EAP) added to this explanation with her
perspective:
A system that causes teachers to be reflective in a non-punitive way is the first
thing that can encourage growth in teachers. I think we have some of that in our
evaluation system. We’ve always been, since day one in the creation of that. It’s
always been about a culture of growth rather than a culture of gotcha.
Jay (LPS, AS) also reflected, “I think it’s about learning. Teacher learning. Growth. And
I would say we were clear about that in the beginning.” Both school district leaders were
clear that the purpose of growth and improvement was at the center of the design of these
new teacher evaluation systems. This was triangulated by the teacher evaluation system
documents in both school districts as both Educator Evaluation Handbooks mention the
core belief that all teachers can learn and grow and that the teacher evaluation process
should support this.
Teachers often articulated a purpose of growth and improvement for teacher
evaluation and supported this concept using their own experience with the process. While
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I could have collapsed the open codes representing their experiences into either the
design of the teacher evaluation system or the implementation of the teacher evaluation
system, a distinction delineated in the literature, most of their experiences actually
illustrated an overlap between the design and implementation of the teacher evaluation
process. The teachers justified their thoughts of a growth-based purpose in responses that
showed that both the design and implementation of teacher evaluation contributed to their
perception of the purpose. This overlap between design and implementation was evidence
of a belief-based vision for teacher evaluation in both school districts and illustrated how
those beliefs permeated from the school district level through to the school level
implementation by school leaders.
Piper’s (LMS, T) explanation of the purpose of growth was evidence of the
overlap between the teacher evaluation system design and implementation:
I think the big goal is growth. In our, thinking about what we do in our classroom
and also the practices that we put into place. There's really kind of a sense of…It's
not based on scores, it all, it all comes from me trying things and reflecting on
how they [the new things] go and growing as an educator.
Her mention of test scores alluded to the design of the system and her reference to
reflective thinking alluded to her school leaders’ implementation of the teacher
evaluation system.
At the same school, Otis (LMS, T) outlined the delineation between the school
district and school purpose of teacher evaluation. Again, her response referenced aspects
of both the design and implementation of the teacher evaluation process:
I think at [LMS] evaluations at a very baseline level, obviously the district wants
to know that teachers are doing their job. But in our building, specifically, it’s
meant for growth entirely. It is not a gotcha, or a checklist, although there are
things that need to be in place in the classroom.
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Otis was attributing both the design and implementation of the teacher evaluation system
with the established purpose of growth and improvement. The design itself did not utilize
checklists, and the implementation by school leaders at LMS prevented it from feeling
like a “gotcha.”
Emma (SMS, T) also highlighted the nuanced overlap between how both the
design and implementation of the teacher evaluation system contributed to her experience
of growth and improvement as the purpose of the process. When asked to explain why
she identified the purpose of growth and improvement, she said:
The conversations, I think, if it was all online and I was just clicking boxes the
whole time...and it could all be online, right, the way they set it up. That wouldn't
feel good to me, but I think the conversations and making it...they [evaluators]
always try to make it meaningful to what you're doing and telling you to choose
goals that align with what you're already thinking about doing this year.
In Emma’s response, she identified the conversation-based implementation and the
design of the system that showed a value of more than simple checkboxes online.
While the open codes of growth and improvement could have been collapsed and
interpreted as their own emerging theme, I chose to collapse them into a category
supporting the emerging theme of a belief-based vision for teacher evaluation. The
specifics of each school district’s belief system were outlined in Chapter IV and will be
revisited in the within-case analysis at the end of this chapter, however, the focus here is
on how the participants’ explanation of the purpose of teacher evaluation supports the
emerging theme that a belief-based vision for teacher evaluation promotes teacher
development. A shared understanding of the purpose of the teacher evaluation process
that is evident with school district leaders, school leaders, and teachers; consistent
throughout teacher evaluation documents; and clearly communicated at professional
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development meetings supports the existence of a belief-based vision for teacher
evaluation. Furthermore, the permeation of this purpose through both the teacher
evaluation design at the school district level and the teacher evaluation implementation at
the school level supported the importance of this belief-based vision in promoting teacher
development.
Supportive Leaders Fostered a Culture of Professional
Learning for Teachers Where Evaluation was an
Ongoing Conversation
Supportive leaders and the culture of professional learning they fostered was the
second emerging theme in identifying how teacher evaluation practices promoted teacher
development. Robin (SMS, P) addressed this concept, and echoed what Otis (SMS, T)
had said about teacher evaluation not being a “gotcha” game, when she answered my
question on how goals supported teacher development at SMS:
That evaluation isn't a gotcha game at all in this district, it's really the idea of
helping teachers get better at their craft and feel supported in doing that. And so, I
think that piece that evaluation, especially with non-probationary…with
permanent teachers, is really organized support.
This emerging theme was reflected in the Educator Evaluation Handbook in LPS: “Trust
in teachers and the environment in which it is safe to take risks, to try and fail in order to
ultimately improve encourages creativity and collaboration.” Heidi (WSD, EAP)
explained that effective implementation of a teacher evaluation system that supports
teacher development requires a degree of trust that goes beyond just the teacher
evaluation process. Heidi observed that school leaders in WSD that have had issues
implementing teacher evaluation to promote teacher development often have had issues
in the school with trust and shared decision-making.
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The data showed there are many qualities of an effective school leader, including
compassion, empathy, respect, openness, flexibility, passion, advocacy, approachability,
reflective, empowering, supportive, transparent, positive, and connected. I collapsed
many of these open codes into the category of supportive leaders and combined it with
the category of fostering a culture of professional learning for teachers. This combination
allowed the data analysis discussion to include the qualities of supportive school leaders
as well as the impact of the supportive culture of professional learning the leaders
fostered to promote teacher development.
This emerging theme is supported from the collapsed codes from three distinct
topics: the purpose of teacher evaluation, the qualities of an effective school leader, and
the design and focus of the teacher evaluation system. Each of these is discussed further
in the ensuing sections. The supportive leaders and the culture of professional learning
they fostered to promote teacher development also enabled the teacher evaluation process
to be an ongoing, authentic, and honest conversation. Because these concepts originated
from the coding of different data sources, there was data source triangulation which
further bolstered the validity of these findings. In this section, I have explored each of
these concepts as they related to the emerging theme of supportive leaders fostering a
culture of professional learning for teachers. However, before exploring these concepts I
have briefly addressed the terminology I chose to utilize when discussing this emerging
theme.
A Note About Terminology
I chose to use the term culture of professional learning to describe the
environment the supportive school leaders fostered to promote teacher development. I
intentionally avoided using the term school culture to describe the environment as this
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term represents complex sociological concepts that are not necessarily represented in the
findings of this study (Gruenert & Whitaker, 2015). To ensure clarity in the discussion of
my findings, I have reported the findings using the term culture of professional learning.
In Chapter VI, I have explored the connection between the culture of professional
learning discussed in this cross-case analysis and the research-based conception of school
culture.
Within the Context of the Purpose
of Teacher Evaluation
Participants often described their supportive leaders and the supportive
environments they fostered within the context of describing the purpose of teacher
evaluation. Participants supported their perception of the purpose of teacher evaluation by
describing the supportive qualities of their school leader(s) that helped create a culture of
learning for teachers. While I explored the growth-based purpose of teacher evaluation in
the previous emerging theme as a part of the core beliefs for teacher evaluation, it was
important to also address it here to provide the context for the supportive leaders and the
culture of professional learning described by the participants and triangulated through the
non-participant observations and document analysis. Essentially, the identified purpose of
growth and improvement and the justification for that identified purpose support two
separate emerging themes. In this section I have focused on the justification and how it
provided evidence for this emerging theme.
Piper (LMS, T) explained why she felt growth was the purpose of teacher
evaluation at LMS:
I think it's because nothing truly evaluative is ever really communicated. I have
never heard the words “You're not doing it right, do it this way. We need to see
something different.” It’s always, feedback is always given in reflective
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questions, things that are designed to push me and stretch me and make me grow
rather than correct what I'm doing, is where that comes from.
Carol (WSD, AS) also discussed the importance of a culture of professional learning and
supportive school leaders when she explained the intended purpose of the new teacher
evaluation design:
Support. We talked about how the system worked, they [principals] also wanted
to know how to talk to each other, you know, in a way, and when we talked
through, we kind of modeled what a first, you know, giving them the support, of
what a first conference would look like. And how you set that tone. So, set the
tone to learning and growing together.
Veda (LMS, P) exemplified this support when discussing how she has helped struggling
teachers, “as much pressure as you feel, that's also how much support you have to grow
and to learn and to make these changes.” Supportive leaders and the culture of
professional learning they cultivated were key to the teacher evaluation process
promoting teacher development by contributing to the establishment of a growth-based
purpose for teacher evaluation.
Key Qualities of Supportive
Leaders
While most references to supportive leaders and the culture of professional
learning they cultivated emerged through discussion of the purpose of teacher evaluation,
this theme was also supported by the open coding of semi-structured interview responses
of the key qualities of an effective school leader. An example of how support surfaced
within the responses was when Robin (SMS, P) explained that clear communication is an
important quality of a school leader:
It's that knowing that anytime you walk out the door, that any interaction you
have with someone is painting a picture for them of something they're doing well
or making them question themselves or possibly supporting them to take a
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positive risk. But a lot of it has to do with not just the words that you say, but
when you say them, and how you say them, and in what context.
The quality she was describing was communication, yet the result of that quality was
supporting teachers to take a positive risk.
Emma (SMS, T) described the support from her school leader as “making people
feel like they're open to talk to you about whatever they need to and that you're an
advocate for them.” Sam (SMS, T) took this explanation a step further by describing the
feel of the environment resulting from Robin’s (SMS, P) and Kevin’s (SMS, AP) work as
leaders:
well there really is an “all in” sort of feeling here at our school. And it’s been here
since [previous principal] was here. And we continue to really try hard to be, uh,
very positive all the time. Be positive leaders. Be positive people. And, you know,
have kids that come out of our school that are grateful and thankful and intelligent
and self-sufficient. They [Robin and Kevin] can make things happen, you know,
shakers and movers. So, we feel good about it, we are proud about it as a school.
So, it’s for everybody. It is for making everybody better.
Otis (LMS, T) connected this to her school leaders when she explained that her school
leadership supports her growth by pushing her thinking:
She [Veda] really allows us to focus on the growth that we feel we need to make
to best serve our kids. She tries not to stand in the way of something we are
interested in doing. I think that helps promote our growth because we care about
whatever that goal is.
A supportive school leader uses the teacher evaluation process to help teachers develop
as a part of a larger supportive environment that values new ideas, open communication,
and reflective thinking. This supportive and “all in” mentality was exemplified by a
professional learning community meeting I observed at LMS. The instructional coach
created a theme for the meeting: “Harambe! Work Together and PUSH!” Each grade
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level team tackled the testing schedule and discussed their role in supporting each other
and in supporting students.
Finally, the concept of supportive leaders and a culture of professional learning
surfaced as a part of the design and focus of the new teacher evaluation systems in both
school districts. Robin (SMS, P) explained:
It's not what you're doing, it's what the kids are doing, and I think that has been
the biggest shift in, um, looking at evaluation in the last five years. Where it used
to be, it used to be the ongoing dog and pony show, really didn't help teachers go
any deeper with their practice. It was just something to check off. Where this feels
more embedded and realistic and ongoing support.
Carol (WSD, AS) outlined that the new design of the teacher evaluation system in WSD
was developed from a strength-based and supportive perspective. “I don't believe
anybody got taught by being told they were short and I don’t believe that anybody gets
better unless they have options to know how to [emphasis] to get better.” Jay (LPS, AS)
explained that in LPS the focus was on giving teachers autonomy and ownership in their
learning, as this ownership empowers teachers and creates a supportive learning
environment for teacher development. This was triangulated by teacher evaluation
documents: simple and concise documents to support focused growth, a clearly
delineated support track built on dignity and respect for teachers struggling to meet
expectations, defined roles and responsibilities aimed to aid in supporting teacher
development, and guided steps for writing teacher goals aligned to school goals and
professional development.
Supportive school leaders and a culture of professional learning are important to
promoting teacher development through teacher evaluation. Moreover, the idea of a
growth-based purpose for teacher evaluation was represented in the data at both the
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school district and school level. This is evidence that a belief-based vision for the role of
teacher evaluation is critical to promoting teacher development through the teacher
evaluation process, and it takes the implementation by supportive school leaders to
cultivate a culture of professional learning to bring the belief into action. As a result, the
teacher evaluation process does not feel like a “gotcha” game and, instead, becomes an
ongoing and authentic conversation about improvement and growth.
Teacher Evaluation as an Ongoing
and Authentic Conversation
Carol (WSD, AS) excitedly leaned in as she described the power of professional
development in WSD. She had already explained her passion for supporting teacher
learning, and now she was turning the conversation towards supporting struggling
teachers. She told a story of a conversation she had with a teacher that had struggled and
been terminated:
One person who is in trouble this past year, he said “well, it was no surprise, I
knew it was coming because I just wasn't making it was I?” And I thought, I said,
“why, tell me why you knew that?” “Well, I've had a lot of conversations with my
administrator and I couldn’t believe how much work they did to try to help me do
better, and I just got too much going on in my life right now. I can't do it.” But.
No gotcha…not on the side of anybody.
This story is just one example of the ubiquitous discussion of the honest and authentic
nature of teacher evaluation that resulted from ongoing conversations in the supportive
environments of both school districts and at both schools.
The school leaders in both schools worked to foster a culture of professional
learning where teachers felt supported in their development. The teacher evaluation
process was perceived as a dialogue between the teachers and school leaders, and this
dialogue was an ongoing conversation that often happened informally. The ongoing,
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informal, and authentic nature of the teacher evaluation conversation at both schools
contributed to a culture of learning that supported teachers in their learning and
development. Robin (SMS, P) explained the power of the informal nature of the
conversations:
That's an ongoing conversation and that being able to stop and see people in
observations is just the more the formality of it, but that we want them to be able
to turn around and ask us questions and ask each other questions. And if we're
asking them a question that is just as likely to come up in a lunchtime
conversation with someone else as it is coming back to us. And that's probably
where more of their own growth is going to come from.
Kevin (SMS, AP) reiterated this and explained:
It’s a widely accepted evaluation system, which I think lends itself well to be able
to have those good conversations. These are just things we need to be doing in the
classroom. It’s good for kids…it’s good for all learners.
These ongoing conversations were a part of both the design and implementation of the
teacher evaluation systems in both school districts and at both schools, and Emma’s
(SMS, T) explanation captured this. First, she explained how the design makes it
meaningful for her:
The conversations, I think, if it was all online and I was just clicking boxes the
whole time and it could all be online, right, the way they set it up. That wouldn't
feel good to me, but I think the conversations and making it, they always try to
make it meaningful to what you're doing and telling you to choose goals that align
with what you're already thinking about doing this year.
She then went on to explain how her administrators implement the process in a way that
helps her reflect on a deeper level:
I think that they go a lot deeper. And I don't think that administrators, the way it
set up, I'll say I don't necessarily love the way its set up, but I like that they go
deeper with it because administrators...they have those conversations with you,
they go into the whys and stuff like that.
Leaders in both schools used shared documents to store written feedback, teacher goals,
and teacher reflection. The existence of these shared documents illustrated how the
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design and implementation of the teacher evaluation process supported teacher
development through the ongoing dialogue and conversation, whether digital or face-toface.
The key to these ongoing and open conversations promoting teacher development
is that they are authentic and honest, which encourages reflection and serves as a
foundation for strong teacher-evaluator relationships. Jay (LPS, AS) explained how this
authenticity better supports self-regulation and teacher development:
It’s been those conversations where the practice has changed as a result of the
conversation. Um, I don’t know…so, that’s…when you are thinking in evaluation
mode, that is what you are wanting to create more of. I mean, when has any
teaching practice changed? When you, the teacher, starts reflecting on something
you haven’t reflected on before, you’re willing to try something new, it’s like a
self-regulation thing. And what’s more like to cause self-regulation: fear, rules,
checklists or authenticity and conversation?
Heath (LMS, T) appreciated the honest nature of the teacher evaluation conversations, “I
think it's pretty candid, the reason why I stay here through thick and thin is because of the
relationships I have with my colleagues and my leadership. So, like I think it's very
candid, we have courageous conversations.”
Data Source Triangulation for the
Emerging Theme
The emerging theme of supportive leaders and a culture of professional learning
was verified from the results of the Teaching and Learning Conditions Colorado (TLCC)
survey and the open-ended responses from the questionnaire emailed to all teachers at
LMS and SMS (TLCC, 2018a). The TLCC survey results, which were considered a
document in this study, verified that teachers felt their school leader was supportive and
cultivated a culture of professional learning. Eighty-two percent of the LMS teachers and
84% of the SMS teachers who completed the survey either agreed or strongly agreed that
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teacher evaluation provided them with actionable feedback for improvement.
Furthermore, 87% of LMS and 100% of SMS teachers who completed the survey either
strongly agreed or agreed that the school provided opportunities for them to learn from
each other. Finally, 79% of LMS teachers who completed the survey and 80% of SMS
teachers who completed the survey felt that they received ongoing support and coaching
to improve their practice.
There were several teacher responses on the questionnaire I administered that also
verified the existence of supportive school leaders and the culture of professional learning
they cultivated. One SMS teacher wrote, “evaluation has been a way for me to showcase
the ongoing revision, change, and improvement to my lessons. It doesn’t so much cause
the growth, but maybe shape and focus it.” An LMS teacher explained that teacher
evaluation supported their development: “I can reflect on my learning and teaching
strategies and improve in the future. It also provides a bit of pressure to set goals and
reach them.” Both of these teachers mentioned improvement in their teaching and
addressed teacher evaluation through the lens of reflection, change, and growth. The
TLCC survey results and questionnaire responses featured in this section were not
specific to the previously discussed categories under this emerging theme, which is why I
chose to discuss them at the end of the section as a triangulation strategy for the overall
emerging theme of supportive leaders and the culture of professional learning they
cultivated.
The school leaders in both schools used the teacher evaluation process to create
an opportunity for ongoing and open conversations to support teacher development. The
teacher evaluation system in both school districts was designed to support this ongoing
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nature. Furthermore, it was the supportive school leader implementation that enabled
these ongoing conversations to be a part of the culture of professional learning they
fostered for teachers.
Clear Alignment of Teacher Evaluation, Professional
Development, and School Vision
The school leaders at both LMS and SMS intentionally aligned the teacher
evaluation process, professional development programming, and the school goals to help
teachers focus their teacher goals and to promote teacher development. When Veda
(LMS, P) was asked what advice she would give a new school leader to help them better
support teacher development, she leaned in and responded:
I would say the most critical piece is that alignment. I will admit that it took me,
well so. We started this, I want to say, like, maybe like, 2009. So as an A.P.
[assistant principal] I was on that [teacher evaluation] committee, as a principal,
now I'm still on that committee, but my first year of being a principal I didn't
realize the importance of the alignment. It wasn't until my second year when I was
like, I was trying to go out and do walk throughs, and I'm like “What's my
target?” Like, I have the U.I.P. [Unified Improvement Plan] benchmarks,
implementation benchmarks, as our target but if the teachers goal didn’t align to
that or didn't even lead to that, that didn't feel good to me. And so that alignment,
I think is, is one of the most important things that we can control.
Robin (SMS, P) implied that the alignment was important when she said, “good
professional development and evaluation can help people stay comfortable and happy in
their careers for longer.” Robin worked to develop teachers in her building by bringing
focus to teacher evaluation and professional development through intentional alignment.
This intentional alignment was supported by school district leaders in both school
districts as a part of the design and implementation of the teacher evaluation systems. Jay
(LPS, AS) explained:
I think our evaluation system and our UIP [Unified Improvement Plan] process
and all of it really aligns together nicely. We actually have created a managed
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autonomy frame where all our principals are accountable. And that gives
everybody clarity about your goals as your UIP should match teacher goals they
have in their evaluation, you should be, you have to demonstrate for us, to keep
your principal job, that you’re progressing in your UIP. Things are getting better
at your school. That would also help you in evaluating that you’re actually
progressing as a teacher. You’re proving that you get to stay in the growth track.
It’s the same kind of philosophies through all that.
Carol (WSD, AS) echoed the same sentiment for teacher evaluation in WSD, but went a
step further to explain how the premise of alignment was embedded into the design of the
new teacher evaluation system itself:
The design was visionary in that they wanted professional development to be a
part of it. And hired me to bring back professional development when they
realized, if we are starting to implement…we didn’t do that part. So, always
professional development was a part of it. I also think in the design itself, is that
the, um, defined respectful role of all parties, you know. You cannot say
evaluation was done to you, unless you were in a coma.
Heidi (WSD, EAP) also explained the importance of this alignment within the design of
the teacher evaluation system in WSD: “We never wanted Educator Effectiveness to exist
in a vacuum without good professional development to support it.” While the alignment
was a key component of the expectations from school district leaders, it was actually the
implementation by school leaders that enabled this alignment to support teacher
development.
Teacher goals served as the predominant method for aligning professional
development and teacher evaluation at both schools. Robin (SMS, P) and Kevin (SMS,
AP) used a book study approach to define the school goals, required teachers to focus
their teacher goals within the concepts presented in the book, and then used professional
development to explore how those concepts related to teaching and learning at SMS.
Meanwhile, Veda (LMS, P) created the same alignment by working with her instructional
coaches and teacher leaders to write a Unified Improvement Plan (UIP) that served as the
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focus for teacher goals and professional development. Heath (LMS, T) explained how the
use of teacher goals to align teacher evaluation and professional development helped
establish a clear vision for instruction:
I also think it is to create a climate of [LMS] staff…like I feel like it’s a clear
target for what [Veda] wants the school to look like as far as teaching. So, like, to
have these goals and, like, with her as the guiding light for those goals…it sets a
tone for how people fit in here.
This clearly communicated target was even evident in posters on the wall. The
professional learning community meetings at LMS took place in the instructional coach’s
classroom. The walls in this room were adorned with posters outlining the UIP goals,
essential questions aligned with those goals, and specific common grade level goals
associated with each UIP goal. The importance of the alignment between professional
development, teacher evaluation, and school goals was also triangulated by the
questionnaire responses and through the document analysis.
On the questionnaire, teachers at LMS pointed to the alignment of teacher goals
and school goals as the reason they perceived a connection between teacher evaluation
and professional development. One wrote, “we connect our goals to school wide goals.
Our goals are connected to our evaluation.” Another teacher connected this to teacher
development: “depending upon the goal I set for myself each year, this can fluctuate.
Generally speaking though, the school and district align their development with the
teaching quality standards. This helps push me to become better at meeting them.” A
third teacher added a suggestion for improvement while alluding to the alignment in the
past and wrote, “professional development needs to be more targeted and focused on
teacher goals. When we have done this in the past there was more takeaway.” The teacher
went on to write, “professional development that is tied to my professional goals or to my
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actual classroom practice is most effective. I want to walk out of PD [professional
development] with at least one thing that I can take back.” An SMS teacher referred to
the school focus as guidelines for the goal. The teacher followed up with, “We have been
given the freedom to choose our growth goals within guidelines. This allows us to
highlight our strengths and growth areas and put them in our observation and evaluation
discussions.” The emerging theme of aligned teacher evaluation, professional
development, and school vision was verified by responses on the questionnaire.
The intended alignment between teacher evaluation, professional development,
and school goals was also represented in the analyzed documents. Both school district’s
Educator Evaluation Handbooks referenced this alignment. A section of the WSD
Educator Evaluation Handbook mentions the new school district professional
development model where workshops and classes are aligned to teacher goals and the
teacher quality standards. Included in the LPS Educator Evaluation Handbook is a section
on the goal-setting process and how the focus of the teacher goals should be based on
school district or school goals along with teacher interest, relevant student data, and data
gathered from classroom observations.
The TLCC survey, treated as a document in this study, also verified this emerging
theme. There were four survey items related to the alignment of teacher evaluation,
professional development, and school vision, and all four items had positive responses
above 75% for both schools. Ninety-two percent of LMS teachers and 100% of SMS who
responded to the survey agreed or strongly agreed that the work the staff did was guided
by a shared vision that was student-focused. Furthermore, 95% percent of LMS teachers
and 100% of SMS teachers who responded to the survey agreed or strongly agreed that
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they were involved in developing the UIP in a meaningful way. Finally, 77% of LMS
teachers and 90% of SMS teachers who responded to the survey agreed or strongly
agreed that the school improvement plan (e.g., UIP) influenced teachers’ professional
learning at the school. All three of these survey items were related to the emerging theme
of alignment between professional development and the UIP, which contributed to the
verification of this emerging theme.
Teachers at both schools had clarity and understanding of the school vision and
the instructional expectations, because their school leaders required that their teacher
goals aligned with the school goals and professional development. While some teachers
felt that professional development could be improved to be more helpful, as shown in
some of the questionnaire responses, the teachers still acknowledged the alignment
between the school goals, teacher goals, and professional development. Finally,
references to the intentionality of this alignment as part of the teacher evaluation design
were included in the analyzed documents. The school leaders required focused teacher
goals which enabled them to implement the strong alignment between teacher evaluation,
professional development, and the school vision.
Teachers are Leaders of Their Own Learning
A fourth emerging theme was related to teacher buy-in to the teacher evaluation
process and teacher ownership for their own learning. School district leaders, school
leaders, and teachers in both school districts included in this study believed that teachers
should be the leaders of their own learning and that the teacher evaluation process
supported this ownership. This buy-in and ownership was fostered in two different ways:
through a collaborative and inclusive teacher evaluation system design process and
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through school-level implementation that gave teachers choice and autonomy for their
own development within the framework of the school goals.
Buy-In and Ownership Through a
Collaborative and Inclusive
Teacher Evaluation System
Design Process
Jay (LPS, AS) laughed awkwardly when asked about why the school district
leaders and school leaders in LPS decided to change the teacher evaluation system:
We called ourselves out, because, um, and I was on that initial group. I was a
principal at the time, and I actually was cheating the evaluation system in our
district. Because I, everything we are talking about in our PD [professional
development], that I am expecting our teachers to do, I’m not modeling in our
evaluation system.
This impetus for change led to an entire design and roll-out process for a locallydeveloped teacher evaluation in LPS. While the impetus for change in WSD was based
on the external variable of the passing of Senate Bill 10-191, the design and roll-out
process had many similarities to LPS.
The Educator Evaluation Handbook in both school districts outlined the
collaborative and inclusive process used to design a new teacher evaluation system. The
Educator Evaluation Handbook in both school districts included statements about the
process being based on the work of different stakeholders coming together to collectively
design a system that better met teacher needs, supported teacher development, and
promoted student learning. Both Educator Evaluation Handbooks also included a note of
appreciation for all the ongoing hard work of the different stakeholders who continue to
work to evolve and improve the teacher evaluation process. Finally, both Educator
Evaluation Handbooks stated the belief that the collaborative process for designing a new
teacher evaluation system was vital to its successful implementation.
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The collaborative and inclusive nature of both teacher evaluation design processes
was further evidenced by the fact that the principals of both schools in this study, Veda
(LMS, P) and Robin (SMS, P), in this study were on the committee to design the new
teacher evaluation system. Furthermore, the school district leader from LPS, Jay (LPS,
AS), served on the committee when he was a principal before moving into his current
school district leadership role, and Carol (WSD) led the committee’s efforts in her role as
a school district leader.
The perspectives of Veda (LMS, P), Robin (SMS, P), Jay (LPS, AS), and Carol
(WSD, AS) further defined how buy-in and ownership was built through the teacher
evaluation design process and also triangulated the background information presented in
the Educator Evaluation Handbooks. Carol (LPS, AS) described the process: “[the]
committee had teachers, administrators, directors involved. And a lot of teachers, a lot of
people because, and from the beginning we said that we had to make evaluation an active
process.” Robin (SMS, P) explained how her work with Carol on the teacher evaluation
design committee contributed to her own positive experience in implementing the teacher
evaluation system at SMS:
Teachers know that they almost all know somebody that helped with the process
of writing our whole tool and that H.R. [Human Resources] having the guts to
state, “we’re not ready yet. We’re working on it still, and to be able to go and get
the the permission in order to be able to do our tool, our way. I think…I think
that's important. Because then as administrators, we felt like we could positively
use the tool and refer to the tool because it really was developed through
consensus and collaboration.
Although Kevin (SMS, AP) was not on the committee, he articulated how the
collaborative process increased teacher buy-in and supported their growth:
I think the design, the fact that it was, I think a key piece in the success of it, is
that the teachers helped create it. And I would say the implementation piece…the
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teacher buy-in of that it’s not a punitive way of phrasing things. It’s all about
growth mindset.
Jay (LPS, AS) explained the importance of the ongoing work of the teacher evaluation
committee in improving some of the issues with implementation:
We all got super clear, and then we tried to roll it out. And the roll out was not
nearly as good…as powerful as it could be. So, that’s part of why we continue to
keep rolling it out and coaching principals and helping to build clarity for that.
It was clear that school district leaders and school leaders felt that the collaborative
process for designing the new teacher evaluation systems in both school districts helped
boost teacher buy-in and ownership. However, the concept of ownership and buy-in from
a teacher’s perspective surfaced when discussing the implementation at the school level.
Teacher Evaluation Implementation
Supports Teacher Ownership
Through Choice and
Autonomy
At the school level, teacher buy-in to the teacher evaluation process and the
ownership for their own development stemmed from being given choice and autonomy
within a framework of the school goals. As mentioned in the discussion of the emerging
theme of alignment of teacher evaluation, professional development, and school vision,
both principals focused their staff on school goals, through either the UIP (LMS) or
through a book study (SMS). Veda (LMS, P) and Robin (SMS, P) both framed teacher
buy-in and ownership within the context of the choice and autonomy teachers had in
selecting individual teacher goals aligned to the school goals. Robin (SMS, P) included it
in her explanation of the goal-setting process:
And so, their goals, this year, I'm asking them to choose anything that they they
wanted to carry over from last year that was important to them at the end of the
year, if they it's still important to them. And one of the five areas of formative
assessment, for at least the fall. If they already feel comfortable with learning
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intentions and learning outcomes, to go ahead and go to something else if they
feel like that, but if they don't feel comfortable with learning intentions, that's a
great place to start because that is something we're going to be asking everybody
to be looking at their learning intentions. So, there's a there's a lot of personal buy
in.
Veda (LMS, P) echoed the same sentiment with her explanation of goal-setting at LMS:
With the evaluation system, teachers have the autonomy, which I think is really
important to voice what they believe they need help in, to voice what they think
they want to learn and grow and learn more about. And that is aligned to our plan.
Hopefully we have this safety net, of regardless of what your individual goal is
you're going to get new learning, new strategy, new information and support that's
going to help you move forward in your goal.
Both principals saw the importance of giving teachers choice and autonomy through the
goal-setting process and saw this as a way to ensure teacher ownership and buy-in to the
teacher evaluation process and teacher development.
Veda (LMS, P) and Robin (SMS, P) also both mentioned the school district’s
teacher evaluation design and beliefs in their responses on the topic. Robin (SMS, P)
said, “and that, I think is a district-wide thing, [Carol] would probably say the same thing.
Teacher choice in what they work on is really essential to having buy-in into the whole
process.” Veda (LMS, P) explained the framework in her school district: “we have a
framework that we follow and within that framework there is managed autonomy, which
we talked about a little bit and [Jay] probably alluded to that as well.” She went on to say,
“So thinking about the design I still believe the autonomy lives there.”
The concept of school leaders leveraging teacher choice and autonomy to increase
teacher buy-in and ownership for teacher development was triangulated within the
teachers’ discussion of the goal-setting process as well. Otis (LMS, T) pointed out that it
was both the design and her principal’s implementation that built teacher buy-in through
choice and autonomy:
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I think the design of our district’s evaluation process is very open-ended. I think
it’s very teacher-driven. And so, there is higher buy-in from teachers as a result.
As far as the design goes, not having the goal of the growth be dictated by either
the principal or the district, but by the teachers themselves, and what they want to
focus on for the year. That is probably the strongest design element of it.
Otis (LMS, T) went on to connect this to teacher growth and development:
I think, like I said earlier, I don’t think [Veda] has ever asked a teacher to change
their focus for the year. And, so, as far as making it authentic and real, she’s
helped push people’s thinking. But she really allows us to focus on the growth
that we feel we need to make to best serve our kids. She tries not to stand in the
way of something we are interested in doing. I think that helps promote our
growth because we care about whatever that goal is.
Another teacher at LMS, Heath (LMS, T), said, “I like the goal-setting meeting early in
the year, because it gives me a target to go after, and it makes me conscious of what I
want to work on.” Teachers at LMS felt their ownership of their own learning was
fostered by the autonomy they had within the teacher evaluation process. This autonomy
was a result of both the design of the teacher evaluation system and the implementation
of the system by Veda (LMS, P).
Teachers at SMS also felt a sense of ownership of their own learning. Sam (SMS,
T) explained his strong sense of ownership for his development and how his school
leaders, Robin (SMS, P) and Kevin (SMS, AP), encouraged that ownership:
That’s the goal. That’s on me. It’s not on them. They are not the ones that are the
reason why you change. It’s you. You’re the reason why you change. So, then
having them look into it. You know, a little bit of micromanagement is an
awesome thing. I get to reflect and then, that’s how they treat it. They are very
good about it. They both are very, um, super reflective. They take in what you are
doing, saying, thinking, and all that. And they’re like reflecting it. And then they
are real light on what it is they are going to give feedback to. Almost no feedback.
But just having said it and then going through it and then having the reflector in
someone you respect is really good. It’s really…it’s a great way to do it.
Marsha (SMS, T) also explained how she liked being a leader of her own learning:
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It makes sense if you are evaluating me…let me evaluate myself and let someone
else have eyes on me…in comparison to the standards. That makes sense. I like
the idea of having deadlines so things get done in a timely manner. I like the
expectation that we meet and collaborate…myself with my administrator. In
building development. I like that I can be somewhat the leader of my own
improvement.
Marsha (SMS, T) felt strongly that teacher development was dependent on school leaders
respecting teachers as professionals and empowering them to own their own development
through choice and autonomy:
What helps me grow is the freedom to select my own areas for growth. My
favorite administrators have been those who have really respected me as the
professional that I am and has said “here’s what I observed, [Marsha]? But what
do you…AND what do you want to work on?” Instead of being told “I think you
should do this…I think you should do that…” Because, you know, I just wanna
say “screw you, you stuck your head in my room twice, you have no idea what is
really going on.” I mean, if you’re entrusting me with these kids, let me pick my
own goals. And administrators, for the most part, have done that here in Colorado.
So, um, just like we’re supposed to let kids be leaders of their own learning, we
need to be treated with that same respect.
Teachers at both schools felt that having choice and autonomy in their goals and their
growth focus as part of the teacher evaluation process promoted their development.
While this emerging theme has a foundation in the beliefs of the role of teacher
evaluation at the school district level, the manifestation of these beliefs is what defines
this emerging theme. The implementation of the teacher evaluation system by the school
leaders included teacher choice and autonomy in the goal-setting process and through
professional development, and this choice and autonomy gave teachers buy-in into their
own learning. This buy-in and ownership seemed to transcend the requirements of the
teacher evaluation process and strike at the core of what made teachers feel respected and
valued by their school leader as a professional worthy of development. This buy-in and
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ownership seemed to be insulated from the requirements associated with the policy shifts
around teacher evaluation as outlined by Senate Bill 10-191.
Teachers’ Experience with the Teacher Evaluation Process is
Insulated from Policy Changes, By Design
The final emerging theme was evident through the semi-structured interviews
with school district leaders. As mentioned in Chapter I, teacher evaluation in Colorado
was reformed in 2010 with the passing of Senate Bill 10-191, which became the Educator
Effectiveness Act (2010). As a result of the new legislation, measures of student learning
comprised 50% of a teacher’s final performance rating with the other portion being based
on their score on a standards-based rubric comprised of five Quality Standards (CDE,
2015; Doherty & Jacobs, 2015).
The teachers’ experiences with the teacher evaluation process within both school
districts were insulated from the policy changes outlined by Senate Bill 10-191, and the
impact of the changes required by Senate Bill 10-191 were minimized. The use of
measures of student learning, as measured by state standardized assessments, was
minimized in both school districts, and the teachers’ experiences with the teacher
evaluation process did not include standardized test scores as a part of the ongoing
conversation associated with the teacher evaluation process. In fact, only one teacher
included in this study even mentioned standardized test scores when discussing the
process of teacher evaluation, and school district leaders and school leaders only
mentioned it when I asked specific follow-up questions per the semi-structured interview
protocol.
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Piper (LMS, T), the only teacher to mention student achievement data, described
the insulation from standardized test scores when she described the purpose of teacher
evaluation:
I think the big goal is growth. In our, thinking about what we do in our classroom
and also the practices that we put into place. There's really kind of a sense of…It's
not based on scores, it all it all comes from me trying things and reflecting on how
they go and growing as an educator.
School district leaders further explained this exclusion of standardized test scores from
the ongoing teacher evaluation conversations with leaders in each school district
approaching the issue from a slightly different perspective. Both school district leaders
handled the topic carefully in their semi-structured interviews and were sensitive to the
fact that this insulation from the teacher evaluation policy shifts could be perceived as
circumventing the new requirements of the teacher evaluation legislation.
Carol (WSD, AS), explained:
We're in the middle of a conversation, so this part I will say carefully. I was not
involved in this part. But I certainly have inherited a part of it. There was an
agreement between our superintendent, our director of HR [Human Resources]
and the head of our association, that until the state became clearer what that 50%
looked like, we would use a group score.
This group score was a way for school district leaders to shy away from the inclusion of
standardized test scores that have a low participation rate at the secondary level in WSD
and whose inclusion may have decreased teacher buy-in, increased controversy around
the new teacher evaluation system, or led to teachers feeling blamed for low student
performance on standardized assessments.
According to the WSD Educator Evaluation Handbook the groups scores used can
be based on the performance of students when grouped by school, grade level,
instructional department, or other groupings. These measures can include student
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performance on a variety of assessments or student learning results including schoolwide
student growth scores, value-added scores, performance on standardized assessments,
grade level scores on school district-wide assessments, or internal assessments. Carol
(WSD, AS) recognized that there was work to be done to better include student
achievement data in the teacher evaluation process, but admitted she had mixed feelings
about how student achievement data is used in the teacher evaluation conversation:
And I have mixed feelings about it. I believe in student data, I believe teachers
need that. But I also believe that a lot of teachers don't know how to read their
student data very well. I don't think they know how to go beyond “Oh yeah I've
got to teach commas more. They didn't do well on that.” But what does that
actually mean? I have been talking to [district coordinator] about what does that
mean and how do we support teachers on being able to understand and do better
with their data. As opposed to a principal sharing data in those mass meetings
which we have to do many times. And say what trends do you see? If they can be
collegial. I've been in too many staff meetings where they say “it was a bad day”
or something like that. Sometimes we reject at all we don't believe in, so let's
make sure how do we do that. Because it certainly should direct what we do.
In WSD, an agreement between the superintendent, director of human resources, and the
association president meant that the inclusion of student achievement scores from the
teacher evaluation conversation was minimized, and teachers were insulated from that
part of the teacher evaluation conversation.
Carol (WSD, AS) alluded to this being done to prevent teacher rejection of the
new system and to increase teacher buy-in, while Heidi (WSD, EAP) identified
maintaining teacher trust as the bigger motivation. In fact, according to Heidi (WSD,
EAP), the passing of Senate Bill 10-191 led to teacher fear and mistrust of the
consequences of student achievement data being included in their effectiveness rating as
part of the teacher evaluation process. This fear and mistrust actually became an early
roadblock that the Educator Effectiveness Committee needed to overcome as they began
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their work. To build teacher buy-in and avoid an undercurrent of teacher fear, the
Educator Effectiveness Committee designed an evaluation process that focused the
conversation on the professional practices and only included student achievement data in
the effectiveness rating reported to the CDE. Teacher buy-in and trust were key parts of
the emerging themes of teachers being leaders of their own learning and supportive
leaders fostering a culture of professional learning, and this means the insulation of
teachers from the policy changes outlined in Senate Bill 10-191 played a role in
promoting teacher development through teacher evaluation in WSD.
The approach in LPS was different, yet the result of teachers being insulated from
policy requirements was similar. In 2008, school district leaders in LPS set out to work
with principals to build a new teacher evaluation system that better supported teacher
development and better aligned to school goals and vision. Jay (LPS, AS) explained how
members of the committee made sure their work would align to the requirements of the
impending teacher evaluation legislation:
It happened like a year before and then we heard Senate Bill 191 was coming.
And, so, then as they started making their rules we said we better make sure that
we don’t do something out of the box. And align. Then we tried to align some of
the things so we could be safe and in the playground we are in.
When probed, Jay (LPS, AS) went on to explain how student achievement data fit within
the teacher evaluation process in LPS. He spoke of a performance quotient used to
measure a teacher’s impact on students, and explained that the connection between the
goals and feedback conversations and the student learning results is a connection that
needs more development. He said:
If I had to say, like, if you had to rate how good we are a goal setting, I would say
we are a 7 out of 10, how good are you at observation and offering feedback, I’d
say doing the observation we are probably an 8. Having good conversations that
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lead to productive reflection, we are probably a 5 in our implementation. How
good are you guys at summary? Oh, good, they go well at the end of the year, 7.
How good are you at using the data to…I’d say we are probably like a 3. Like, in
our implementation of what that should look like. Because people start doing the
“your results are bad…so you’re bad.”
Again, teachers had been insulated from the policy requirements of including measures of
student learning as a part of their teacher evaluation. In LPS, this was done to eliminate a
potential blame game for low student performance that would not align with the
supportive environment necessary to support and promote teacher development through
teacher evaluation.
Jay (LPS, AS) finished up this part of the conversation with an interesting
explanation of how his school district’s locally-developed teacher evaluation system has
managed to meet the requirements of Senate Bill 10-191:
So, you can see, we have all the elements of SB 191. There is a rating system, we
just let teachers do it. There is observations/feedback, and we push reflection
more than we do the boss telling you. We have data for students’ performance.
We answer, we turn in all forms we need to, we just choose to do it a little
differently in the middle.
The teacher evaluation systems in both LPS and WSD were designed to minimize the
inclusion of student achievement data in the ongoing teacher evaluation conversation.
This minimization of the requirements of new teacher evaluation legislation contributed
to teachers in both school districts feeling a sense of buy-in to the teacher evaluation
system and feeling that the teacher evaluation process promoted their development.
School district leaders, school leaders, and teachers in both school districts
collaboratively designed and implemented a new teacher evaluation system around the
time of the passing of Senate Bill 10-191, yet the design and implementation of both
teacher evaluation systems insulated teachers from the policy change around the
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inclusion of measures of student learning in determining the effectiveness ratings of
teachers.
Summary of Emerging Themes from the Cross-Case Analysis
My discussion of the emerging themes of the cross-case analysis and the
supporting categories from the data included:
•

a belief-based vision for the design and implementation of teacher evaluation,

•

clear alignment of teacher evaluation professional development, and school
vision,

•

supportive leaders foster a culture of professional learning for teachers where
evaluation is an ongoing conversation,

•

teachers are leaders of their own learning,

•

teachers’ experience with the teacher evaluation process is insulated from policy
changes, by design.

This collective case study approach was advantageous because it allowed me to identify
larger themes around the implementation of teacher evaluation systems within the school
districts through the cross-case analysis (Creswell, 2012; Merriam, 2009; Stake, 1995).
However, the second advantage to this research study design was that it also provided for
a rich exploration of each middle school and school district as its own entity. For that
reason, it is also important for me to discuss the key points of the within-case analyses
conducted for both cases, or middle schools, included in this study.
Summary of Salient Points of the Within-Case Analyses
Many of the contextual differences between the two schools and school districts
were presented in Chapter IV, and some of the key concepts of the within-case analysis
were woven into the discussion of the emerging themes of the cross-case analysis within
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this chapter. However, there are several salient points of the within-case analyses of the
schools in this study that need to be addressed in order to honor the findings gleaned from
these information-rich cases. This section of the chapter is organized by case where I
have briefly discussed the emerging themes from each within-case analysis.
Emerging Themes from the Within-Case
Analysis of Longspur Middle School
and Lapland Public Schools
Many of the emerging themes around teacher evaluation and teacher development
at LMS and in LPS also emerged for the other case and become part of the cross-case
analysis discussion. However, there are three emerging themes that require separate
exploration to ensure clarity around the findings of this study. These three emerging
themes were: intentional and transparent simplification of the teacher evaluation process,
the UIP as a focal point of teacher evaluation and development, and school-level
professional development as the central channel for teacher development.
Intentional and transparent simplification of the teacher evaluation process.
In the discussion of the emerging themes from the cross-case analysis I clearly described
the existence of a belief-based vision for the role of teacher evaluation in both school
districts. This emerging theme was supported through the growth-based purpose for
teacher evaluation The presentation of this emerging theme was not about the actual
beliefs, but, instead, about the permeation of the growth-based purpose from school
district level down to teacher level. This supported the notion of the existence of a wellcommunicated set of core beliefs behind teacher evaluation. However, there was one
other core belief behind teacher evaluation in LPS that was not discussed as evidence of
the cross-case emerging theme as it was not a theme that surfaced from the data sources
from the other school district. This belief was that teacher evaluation should be a simple
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and flexible process that leads to authentic learning. To this end, school district leaders in
LPS have not only worked to simplify teacher evaluation documents to avoid stifling the
learning process and to allow the flexibility that truly supports teacher development
through teacher evaluation, but they have also proudly communicated that work as part of
their belief system about teacher evaluation promoting teacher development.
This belief is outlined in teacher evaluation documents published on the school
district’s website and was triangulated by participant discussions of the growth log
documents, the cross-case emerging theme of the ongoing and informal teacher
evaluation conversation, the absence of cumbersome checklists as a part of the teacher
evaluation process, and the school district leader expectation that principals require
teachers to limit the focus of their teacher goals to align with the UIP.
Many participants in LPS mentioned the growth log as a key component of the
teacher evaluation process. The growth log was described in Chapter IV as a document
shared between both teacher and evaluator and serves as repository for notes, teacher
reflections, evaluator feedback, and teacher goal updates. According to the LPS Educator
Evaluation Handbook, the growth log is “owned by the educator, and is responsible for
documenting the growth and learning. The evaluator shares responsibility for
documenting the evaluation process.” In LPS, this shared document has replaced
observation forms and checklists, and it has simplified the teacher evaluation process
with the intention of better support authentic teacher development.
Otis (LMS, T) described the growth log:
There is what we call at a growth log. You can make as many entries as you want.
I would say a typical teacher makes an entry if their on top of it…twice per
quarter…less on top of it once/quarter. The entries are meant to be sort of a
reflection, that presents some sort of evidence around the goal. I guess it’s a

184

progress report, I guess. Our evaluator also puts their notes from any
walkthroughs or observations in our growth log. We can respond to
questions/observations in our growth log. They can also view our comments
around our goal in the growth log. At the end of the year, we present our growth.
The growth log is one example of the simplification of the teacher evaluation process in
LPS.
A second example supporting the transparent and intentional simplification of the
teacher evaluation process is the recognition that teacher evaluation should be an ongoing
and, often, informal conversation. While this was part of an emerging theme in the crosscase analysis, it is used here to support the within-case emerging theme that teacher
evaluation should be simple. These informal conversations were mentioned at both the
school and school district level through the semi-structured interviews and was
triangulated by the document analysis of the Educator Evaluation Handbook in LPS
which addressed the ongoing conversation between teacher and evaluator.
A third support for this emerging theme is the absence of long or cumbersome
teacher evaluation documents in LPS. While participants mentioned the growth log in
their semi-structured interview, they did not make the jump that this growth log replaced
checklists or forms. However, an entire section of the LPS Educator Evaluation
Handbook includes a transparent discussion of the intentionally simple and concise
evaluation documents utilized in LPS. The purpose of these straight-forward documents
is to support teacher development by not requiring complicated forms of overwhelming
checklists.
Finally, school district leaders in LPS required principals to focus their teachers’
goals and learning to align with the UIP or school goals. Jay (LPS, AS) explained the
justification for this requirement:
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All teachers have a goal meeting at the beginning of the year, that’s the start or
kickoff. And the goal meeting is really, it’s to help the teacher establish the goal.
Um, we encourage our principals to connect it to their UIP goals in some ways
because the goal then, you can better support. If you set a goal that I want to get
good at, like technology in the classroom, and I have a school goal of rigor, now
I’ve got to be clear about two different things and a principal can’t mentally help
support you in that goal.
Veda (LMS, P) discussed the importance of the focus of the teacher goals at LMS:
The teachers goal has to align because then you're giving feedback on too many
things and your feedback isn't clear. Or there's too many things, like it's not
focused, that's what I want and for practice to change it's got to be focused.
Several teachers also talked about their goals and how they were focusing them on big
ideas outlined in the UIP and discussed by Veda (LMS, P) at professional development.
A core belief in LPS behind the role of teacher evaluation in promoting teacher
development is that the process should be intentionally simple and transparent. This
emerging theme was supported by the use of growth logs, the importance of informal
conversations, the absence of long and cumbersome teacher evaluation forms, and the
expectation from school district leaders that teacher goals be focused and limited to best
support their development. The practice of focusing teacher goals is key to simplifying
the teacher evaluation process, but the fact that the focus of the goals is aligned to the
UIP is actually a second emerging theme that surfaced from the within-case analysis.
The Unified Improvement Plan as a focal point of teacher evaluation and
development. The alignment between teacher evaluation, professional development, and
school vision was an emerging theme in the cross-case analysis. However, one difference
between LPS and WSD that should be addressed is that in LPS the focus clearly aligned
to the UIP. Jay (LPS, AS) explained this alignment when he described the professional
development structure at the schools in LPS:
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We are really working through PLC’s [professional learning communities]. That’s
the new philosophy. I mean, it’s not new, but we are really taking that on
throughout all our schools. Both the PLC where we bring back student data, we
plan the goals, we look at what evidence we are going to collect. We collect the
evidence, we figure out what we are going to do to support that. That’s the model,
but we also have a learning, that small group learning, around their UIP. Their
strategies, their professional development. Um, so, it used to be, I think our
evaluation system and our UIP process and all of it really aligns together nicely.
We actually have created a managed autonomy frame where all our principals are
accountable for. And that gives everybody clarity about… your goals as your UIP
should match teacher goals they have in their evaluation, you should be, you have
to demonstrate for us, to keep your principal job, that you’re progressing in your
UIP. Things are getting better at your school. That would also help you in
evaluating your that you’re actually progressing as a teacher.
The school goals that Veda (LMS, P) discussed were collaboratively created with
teachers and instructional coaches and were part of the UIP. She then worked with
teachers to bring clarity to the UIP goals and discuss the implications for classroom
instruction:
And this week and next week, I'm leading PLC, because we're talking about UIP
and our objective is…we're engaging in discussions to gain a shared
understanding of what our UIP goals are and what actions we're going to take.
There's also like some input and feedback for clarity's sake.
This clarity around the UIP goals was triangulated in the teacher interviews.
Teachers clearly understood that their teacher evaluation and professional
development was aligned to the goals outlined in the UIP. For example, Heath (LMS, T)
described the UIP focus during professional development time, “and we focus on the
UIP, and, um, the two big goals that we have for our school, and sometimes we use the
PD time to work with our content teachers.” When I asked Heath (LMS, T) about the two
goals that he mentioned were in the UIP, he was able to quickly spout them off to me:
The first one is having evidence and visible evidence to see where kids are at with
learning goals and learning experiences that are attached to those goals. And the
second one is about relationship building and the importance of affect…and
having these kids have a safe place.
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His ability to quickly recall these goals signals that the UIP goals are consistently
discussed at grade level meetings and as part of schoolwide conversations. His
representation of the UIP goals was triangulated by the document analysis of the UIP for
LMS.
The emerging theme of the UIP as a focal point for teacher evaluation and
professional development alignment was triangulated through the non-participant
observations. During the teacher evaluation presentation, Veda (LMS, P) discussed the
importance of the teacher goals aligning with the UIP goals which were presented as
essential questions to the staff. Also, during my observation of a professional learning
community meetings, during teachers’ Work Smarter Plan periods, I observed teachers
discussing how their work as a department was aligned with the school goals as outlined
in the UIP. The UIP served as a focal point for the alignment of teacher evaluation,
professional development, and the vision of the school. This UIP-aligned school-level
professional development served as the primary source for teacher development for
teachers at LMS.
School-level professional development as the central means for teacher
development. In LPS, most UIP-focused professional development is offered at the
school level and is facilitated by school leaders or instructional coaches. Jay (LPS, AS)
explained that several years ago the professional development director got promoted to a
higher school district leadership position and thought that he could continue managing
the school district level professional development. Jay’s (LPS, AS) perception is that the
job was just too big, and as a result there was an increased focus on simply supporting
school leaders to provide the bulk of professional development. Rebuilding the school
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district level professional development structures was a future focus for the school district
leaders. Jay (LPS, AS) went on to describe the status quo of professional development at
the school district level:
Yes, there is district PD [professional development]. Right now we don’t have
nearly the…we have district PD in the form of mentoring. We have different
offerings that we’ve done through new teacher network. We offer a range of
classes, anywhere from formative assessment to ELL strategies to gifted strategies
to google classroom. You know, this potpourri of things. In hiring [Other School
District Leader], I’ve asked him to develop the learning structures and prioritize
those in schools. Rather than going to just the district things, don’t work on
district offerings until we figure out and get schools going. Our offerings should
be on the things that schools can’t accomplish on their own and could use support.
So, this is his first year and so right now we are continuing to offer the junk we’ve
offered. I call it junk…it’s good, but it’s still, we don’t know if this is what we
need. Does that make sense? We get clear about doing things in buildings and
then we ask what can we do at district that you can’t offer or don’t have time to
offer, but is important to you. We do a lot of classroom management stuff.
Because, obviously, we ask why are we firing teachers. The highest reason is they
can’t build relationships and manage the class. We tried to, I mean, we haven’t
been flippant or scattershot. We’ve tried to ask and empathize, what do people
need, but it’s not nearly as good as it will be when schools start figuring out what
they need from us. It’s kind of a paradigm shift, too. Us supporting schools, not
developing program.
School-level professional development as the central means for teacher development was
an emerging theme that was triangulated by Veda (LMS, P) and teachers at LMS. Veda
led most professional development meetings and the itinerant instructional coach
facilitated some of the PLC conversations through the Work Smarter Plan period
structure. All participants identified school-level professional development when asked
about the structure of professional development. None of the teachers interviewed even
broached the topic of professional development at the school district level. It was clear
that the current supports for teacher development in LPS were offered at the school level
by the school leaders and instructional coaches. Although the alignment of teacher
evaluation, professional development, and school vision was an emerging theme in the
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cross-case analysis, the role of school district level professional development was
different in both school districts and is worthy of discussion in the within-case analyses.
Emerging Themes from the Within-Case
Analysis of Sandpiper Middle School
and Woodland School District
Many of the emerging themes around teacher evaluation and teacher development
at SMS and in WSD also emerged for the other case and became part of the cross-case
analysis findings. However, there are two emerging themes that require separate
exploration as part of the within-case analysis to ensure the findings of this study were
presented in their entirety. These two emerging themes were a robust school district-wide
professional development model that supplemented school-level professional
development and a standards-based focus for teacher evaluation.
Robust school district professional development to supplement school-level
professional development. The professional development structures in WSD differed
from those in LPS, and professional development at the school district level was more
focused and responsive to teacher needs. Carol (WSD, AS) spoke at length about the
need for strong school district professional development programming to support the
work being done at the school level. She explained that she was working with her team to
administer yearly surveys to teachers to better understand the professional development
opportunities that would best meet teacher needs. She coupled this survey feedback with
a breakdown of where teachers were in the timeline of their career and explained that her
goal was to keep teachers engaged in professional learning regardless of where they were
in their career.
This effort to engage teachers in school district-level professional development
was triangulated by Robin’s (SMS, P) and Marsha’s (SMS, T) discussions of the new
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professional development pathways classes as part of the WSD professional development
half days. This engagement effort was also triangulated by the sections of the Educator
Evaluation Handbook that outlined the structure and purpose of school district
professional development.
Robin (SMS, P) led a school district level pathways class and shared her
perspective:
It's just the required district professional development. But a teacher could go
beyond that in the same way to get salary credit. So our pathway had thirty people
in it, everything from pre-K up through high school. And there, they discovered,
it's really, there's a lot in common between kindergarten and juniors in high
school.
She went on to explain the structure of the class:
What's interesting is the one other thing, the principal over at [other school] and I,
we're doing a PD [professional development]. At district, you can propose a
pathway, that’s one of the ways the district’s doing it this year, so we had an
initial, we proposed a course, a pathway, and we did our first half day
presentation in August. And we've got ones in September and one in October.
And we’re connecting Leaders of their Own Learning with Embedding Formative
Assessment and Berger [author] takes some of the same things that William
[author] does, just puts them in a different context. It's the combination of the two,
really make it really powerful for teachers.
Robin also worked within the school district professional development structure to offer
an afterschool opportunity for her teachers to engage with teachers at another school to
set up instructional rounds where they observed each other. Because this was outside the
school day, teachers earned salary credit as an incentive for the extra time and work.
Again, this was part of the school district’s professional development offerings and
became a way for Robin (SMS, P) to support teacher development outside of her typical
school-level professional development programming. She said:
And then the final thing is we are in partnership with [other school] to do an after
school for credit course that goes deeper with the embedding formative
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assessment and the leaders of our own learning. And are highly encouraging our
staffs to do that for credit after school and then we will go visit each other's
schools and do learning walks and instructional rounds over at [other school] and
then they'll come here as well. We did that last year and it worked. It was
overwhelmingly positive.
Robin (SMS, P) even presented her work in facilitating school district level professional
development at a conference for school and school district leaders across the state.
Marsha (SMS, T) also identified that this school district level professional
development structure supported her development as a teacher. She felt strongly that the
school district professional development was a great idea in best supporting teachers in
their growth. When I asked her if there was anything that did not come up in our
interview, she answered:
You didn’t ask about the district level professional development. Well, it’s
improved a lot. They are doing this new, um, idea…pathways. Where…and the
district has arranged their district-level professional development as well. So,
instead of this random day in October and a random day in February -- a pd day
because it fit in the calendar, they have designated in the first semester…once a
month, similar week in the month. We have a half day district level PD led by
teachers in the district. And we got to pick these amazing classes. And they
stayed. I go three times to my class. I finished up yesterday. Had to give a
presentation, and I think I could be wrong, I think you could get some credit for it.
I could be wrong because some people did a whole lot more work than I did. They
were talking about a book. I think they were taking it for credit. Brilliant idea!
You have teachers who know all this great stuff…present the courses. And let
teachers pick. You can pick based on a topic or on your effectiveness goal and
then get it three times in a semester. I think that was brilliant. Just brilliant.
The other two SMS teachers interviewed did not mention the new pathway classes, but
that may have been because their semi-structured interviews were scheduled earlier in the
school year before they had attended the classes offered on WSD professional
development days.
The objective of school district professional development was included in a
section of the WSD Educator Evaluation Handbook. This section outlined that WSD
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school district professional development was aimed at supporting teacher growth with
workshops, courses, and opportunities aligned to teacher goals and supplementing
professional learning at the school level. Carol (WSD, AS) described the work being
done to align all the school district level professional development offerings with the
Colorado Teacher Quality Standards to better help teachers identify opportunities that
supported their teacher goals and the work they engaged in at their school. This
alignment was consistent with other aspects of a standards-based focus for teacher
evaluation in WSD.
A standards-based focus for teacher evaluation. All three SMS teachers
included in this study referenced a standards-based focus for the teacher evaluation
design in WSD. Marsha (SMS, T) felt that observations in reference to the teacher
standards helped her understand how she could grow and also helped her better reflect on
her teaching. Sam (SMS, T) explained how the standards help focus him:
Being able to look at one or two of our five teaching standards is just great for me
because I am such a focuser anyway. It just gets me really ultra-focused on what it
is that I know I want to do and then go do it.
Finally, Emma (LMS, T) pointed out that the standards-based rubric used during teacher
evaluation helped her better understand the instructional expectations. She said, “The
format and break down. The breakdown, I appreciate. I'm a very like type A. Make me a
list, like I need to know what I'm hitting and so that's, that's super helpful.” While the
belief in LPS that teacher evaluation should be simplified with concise forms precluded
the use of the standards, elements, and rubrics, it seems that the standards and elements
were perceived as a support for teacher development in WSD.
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This standards-based discussion of effective teaching was a part of the design of
the teacher evaluation system. Carol (WSD, AS) explained how clarity around the
definition of effective teaching, through the Colorado Teacher Quality Standards, helped
support teacher ownership of their learning, and, ultimately, teacher development:
We have a growth model, so it's continuous improvement of the skills of our
teachers and staff. And coupled with opportunities to grow. I also believe that it is
ripping off the band-aid of, um, and by that bringing the transparency to what is
good teaching and if you and I both understand what that criteria is through
standards and elements and discussion and support by [Connecting Documents],
etc. Then, I have to own that as a professional and choose to get better.
Robin (SMS, P) triangulated this standards-based focus for teacher evaluation when she
shared that she and Kevin (SMS, AP) used a shared document, through Google
documents, to organize observation feedback by the standards and elements:
We've turned the standards and the elements into a Google doc and as we go
through the year, people are putting things in their little categories and I put the
things in their categories on that Google doc as we go through. So that at the end,
that Google doc gets uploaded as a piece of evidence, and then we really source
the final evaluation off of that. So, it itself is an ongoing document, an ongoing
record of what's happened.
The use of the Colorado Teacher Quality Standards to frame the teacher evaluation
design and implementation is an element observed at the school district and school level.
School district leaders, school leaders, and teachers all discussed how the standards
helped conceptualize effective teaching and brought clarity to the teacher evaluation
process. Furthermore, Carol (WSD, AS) identified it as a strategy to better align
professional development with teacher goals and teacher evaluation, an emerging theme
of how to support teacher development from the cross-case analysis.
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Summary of Within-Case Analyses
While the majority of this chapter was dedicated to exploring the emerging
themes from the cross-case analysis, much can also be learned from the emerging themes
of the within-case analyses of both cases included in this study. In LPS, intentional
simplification of the teacher evaluation process coupled with a strong UIP focus and
school-level professional development promoted teacher development. While in WSD, a
clear standards-based approach to teacher evaluation and a robust school district
professional development structure contributed to a clear target for teacher development
and enabled the implementation of the teacher evaluation process to promote that
development.
Conclusion and Answer to the Research Question
The research question was: what teacher evaluation practices promote teacher
development in two middle schools on the front range with positive teacher perception of
teacher evaluation practices as measured by the 2015 Teaching, Empowering, Leading,
and Learning (TELL) Colorado Survey? In this study, I found that teacher evaluation at
the two middle schools studied promoted teacher development when there was a clear
belief-based vision for the role of teacher evaluation implemented by supportive school
leaders who cultivate a culture of professional learning where teachers are leaders of their
own learning. This culture of professional learning at the two middle schools was built on
the clear alignment of teacher evaluation, professional development, and school vision.
The school-level experience with the teacher evaluation process in both school districts
was intentionally insulated from policy shifts requiring the inclusion of student
achievement data.
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In this chapter, I have described the findings and analysis that emerged from this
study. I used the cross-case analysis to identify five emerging themes related to
promoting teacher development through teacher evaluation. I then followed this with a
discussion of the salient points of the within-case analyses of the two middle schools and
their respective school districts. The combination of the emerging themes from the crosscase and within-case analyses will become the foundation for my discussion of the
implications of these findings and the implications for educational leaders presented in
Chapter VI.
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CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Over the past eight years, the Race to the Top (RTTT) grant program has put
teacher evaluation in the spotlight as a school improvement mechanism (Daley & Kim,
2010; Young et al., 2015). A new generation of teacher evaluation systems have been
implemented in response to this reform, and these systems have focused on redesigning
teacher evaluation to make it a more meaningful and effective process (Kraft & Gilmour,
2016b; Marzano & Toth, 2013). These new systems assess teachers by joining standardsbased evaluation tools with measures of student learning (Hallinger et al., 2014). The
degree to which teacher development is supported and promoted by the implementation
and design of the teacher evaluation process is a key aspect of assessing the effectiveness
of these new teacher evaluation systems (Kraft & Gilmour, 2016a; Papay, 2012).
In this study, I investigated the teacher evaluation practices that promote teacher
development in two middle schools, and their respective school districts, with positive
teacher perception of teacher evaluation and professional development as measured by
the Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and Learning (TELL) Colorado survey. Through
semi-structured interviews, document analyses, non-participant observations, and an
anonymous questionnaire, I was able to identify teacher evaluation practices that promote
teacher development. I provided a context description to describe the participants, the
schools, and the school districts in Chapter IV and followed this context description with
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an explanation of the emerging themes from both the cross-case and within-case analyses
in Chapter V. In this chapter, I have discussed the findings of my research, identified
questions educational leaders could consider to promote teacher development through
teacher evaluation, reviewed the limitations of the findings of this study, and offered
recommendations for future study.
Discussion of Findings
Two middle schools, Longspur Middle School (LMS) in Lapland Public Schools
(LPS) and Sandpiper Middle School (SMS) in Woodland School District (WSD), were
selected using a purposeful sampling strategy to identify information-rich settings that
allowed me to gain insight into the phenomenon being investigated (Creswell, 2007;
Patton, 1990). Using an iterative data analysis process, I carried out both a cross-case and
within-case analyses to answer the research question (Stake, 1995). In this section, I have
discussed the cross-case and within-case emerging themes and how these emerging
themes related to the literature on teacher evaluation and teacher development.
A Belief-Based Vision for the
Design and Implementation
of Teacher Evaluation
The teacher evaluation systems in both school districts were designed and
implemented based on a belief-based vision for the role of teacher evaluation in
supporting teacher development. This belief-based vision was clearly communicated by
school district leaders and had an impact on how school leaders implemented the process
to promote teacher development. It is important for school district leaders to keep the
priorities of their school district in mind when translating policy into implementation
(Woulfin et al., 2016). Woulfin et al. (2016) referred to this as school district framing and
noted that the framing of new policies can influence the shared understanding of the
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initiative and impact how the implementation by individuals within the organization
aligns with this shared understanding. The belief-based vision for the role of teacher
evaluation in both school districts was an example of the framing of the new teacher
evaluation policy outlined in the Educator Effectiveness Act (2010).
In both school districts, the school district leaders used an inclusive teacher
evaluation system design and rollout process to build a shared understanding of the
purpose of teacher evaluation and develop school leader and teacher ownership of the
teacher evaluation process. This shared understanding of the role and purpose of teacher
evaluation led to a belief-based vision for teacher evaluation that emphasized teacher
growth and improvement. This vision impacted school leader implementation of the
teacher evaluation system and both teacher and school leader buy-in to the teacher
evaluation process. Keeping educators engaged in the teacher evaluation system design
and implementation is critical to overcoming the problems and issues that inevitably arise
during the implementation process (Minnici, 2014). This engagement in the teacher
evaluation system design and implementation process through a belief-based vision for
the role of teacher evaluation became the foundation for teachers being leaders of their
own learning and school leaders fostering cultures of professional learning, both of which
were other emerging themes in this study.Supportive Leaders Fostered Culture of
Professional Learning for Teachers
Where Evaluation was an Ongoing
Conversation
The school leaders interviewed in this study fostered supportive cultures of
professional learning where teachers perceived teacher evaluation as an ongoing
conversation200 meant to support their development. This support started with the beliefbased vision for the role of teacher evaluation but was most evident when examining the
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implementation by school leaders. Hallinger et al. (2014) described a theory of action
underlying teacher evaluation and school improvement and identified three mechanisms
in the causal chain between teacher evaluation and teacher effectiveness: filtering out
poor performers, providing feedback and support to encourage teacher development, and
cultivating a results-oriented school culture. It was imperative to further explore the
connection between the culture of professional learning fostered at both schools and the
literature around the interplay between teacher evaluation and school culture.
I pointed out in Chapter II that further analysis of the primary sources cited by
Hallinger et al. (2014) found that the authors aggregated research on teacher
collaboration, collective efficacy, school improvement, and data-based instruction within
their conceptualization of a results-oriented school culture (De Fraine et al., 2002; Ellett
& Teddlie, 2003; Hopkins & Stern, 1996; Odden, 2004; Reynolds et al., 2003).
Furthermore, I noted that this interplay between teacher effectiveness and school culture
was a nuanced relationship that needed further exploration within the context of teacher
evaluation. The culture of professional learning that emerged in the cross-case analysis in
this study falls under the umbrella of results-oriented school culture outlined by Hallinger
et al. (2014).
Hallinger et al. (2014) also recommended that four empirical research-based nonevaluative domains be considered when supporting teacher development: providing
actionable feedback to teachers, creating professional learning communities where
teachers share responsibility for student learning, devoting time and effort to supporting
teachers, and developing systems which provide opportunities for teachers to engage in
ongoing professional learning. It is interesting to note that all four of these non-evaluative
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domains surfaced in the data collected through the lens of teacher evaluation. Essentially,
the school leaders were able to utilize a belief-based vision for teacher evaluation to
implement the teacher evaluation process and foster a culture of professional learning that
included the non-evaluative domains presented by Hallinger et al. (2014). The actual
leadership capabilities that enabled them to foster this environment will be discussed later
in this chapter within the context of suggestions for future studies. The non-evaluative
domains presented by Hallinger et al. (2014) were an aspect of how the school leaders
fostered a supportive learning environment where teacher evaluation was perceived as an
ongoing conversation, and the alignment of teacher evaluation, professional development,
and school vision was a key aspect to supporting teacher development.
Clear Alignment of Teacher Evaluation,
Professional Development, and School
Vision
The school leaders at both LMS and SMS intentionally aligned the teacher
evaluation process, professional development programming, and the school goals to help
teachers focus their teacher goals and to promote teacher development. Teachers at both
schools had clarity and understanding of the school vision and the instructional
expectations because their school leaders required that their teacher goals aligned with
the school goals and professional development. Ziemke and Ross (2014) pointed out that
“there is a trend in education supporting alignment between professional development
and teacher evaluation” (p. 34), and this alignment was referenced in the summary of the
longitudinal Initiative Partnerships project sponsored by the Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation as an important aspect to be considered in the implementation of effective
teacher evaluation systems (Stecher et al., 2018). The key characteristics of the
comprehensive systems that support teacher development through evaluation include a
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strong connection between teacher evaluation and professional development
opportunities that are aligned to teacher goals and a clear value for teacher collaboration
and ongoing conversations about teacher growth and improvement (Darling-Hammond,
2014; Ritter & Barnett, 2016). “The evaluation system should facilitate not only the
accomplishment of the school’s goals but also compatibility with and support for
individual teacher goals” (Stronge, 2006, p. 5). This use of focused teacher goals to
support school goals and vision was at the heart of this emerging theme.
The school leaders required focused teacher goals, which enabled them to
implement the strong alignment between teacher evaluation, professional development,
and the school vision. This alignment empowered teachers to be leaders of their own
learning and built critical buy-in to the growth-focused teacher evaluation process.
Minnici (2014) wrote:
Their [teacher] engagement throughout the process promotes ownership and
efficacy of the system. These systems are more likely to produce the results we
desire – improved teaching quality and increased student learning – when teachers
believe the systems and approaches will help them be more effective with their
students. (p. 24)
This engagement and ownership was encompassed within the fourth emerging theme:
teachers are leaders of their own learning.
Teachers are Leaders of Their
Own Learning
School district leaders, school leaders, and teachers in both school districts
included in this study believed that teachers should be the leaders of their own learning
and that the teacher evaluation process supported this ownership. This buy-in and
ownership was fostered in two different ways: through a collaborative and inclusive
teacher evaluation system design process and through school-level implementation that
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gave teachers choice and autonomy for their own development within the framework of
the school goals.
Darling-Hammond (2014) posited that one criterion for effective teacher
evaluations systems is the inclusion of teachers and school leaders in the teacher
evaluation design and implementation process. Darling-Hammond (2014) wrote:
Teachers and school leaders should be involved in developing, implementing, and
monitoring the system to ensure that it reflects good teaching well, that it operates
effectively, that it is tied to useful learning opportunities for teachers, and that it
produces valid results. (p. 12)
Darling-Hammond (2014) captured the interplay between two of the emerging themes
from this study: alignment of professional development and teacher evaluation as well as
the involvement of teachers and school leaders in the development and implementation of
teacher evaluation system design. The data analysis for this study revealed that teachers
and school leaders were aware of the collaborative design of the teacher evaluation
systems, that this collaborative approach increased the shared understanding of the role
and purpose of teacher evaluation, and that the clearly communicated and collaboratively
developed role and purpose of teacher evaluation increased teacher buy-in to the process
as a method of boosting teacher development.
The second aspect of empowering teachers to be leaders of their own learning was
an implementation of teacher evaluation that supported teacher ownership through choice
and autonomy. Teachers at both schools felt that having choice and autonomy in their
goals as part of the teacher evaluation process promoted their development and supported
their professional learning. This support and empowerment became the justification for
revisiting the discussion of the intersection between instructional leadership and
transformational leadership that was originally presented in the review of literature:
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Instructional leadership theory coincides with transformational leadership theory
with respect to the importance of the relationship between school leaders and their
teachers. Transformational leadership could be described as stimulating capacity
development and inspiring teachers while empowering and supporting them.
(Tuytens & Devos, 2014, p. 514)
As described in Chapter II, teacher evaluation has traditionally been associated with an
instructional leadership model (Robinson et al., 2008).
Instructional leadership has been defined as the “core business of teaching and
learning” (Robinson et al., 2008, p. 664). However, Tuytens and Devos (2014) argued
that an effective link between teacher evaluation and teacher development lies in a school
leader’s ability to stimulate teacher engagement in professional learning through a
transformational leadership approach focused on building capacity and inspiring teachers
(Leithwood & Jantzi, 1999; Robinson, 2010; Tuytens & Devos, 2014). The
empowerment of teachers to be leaders of their own learning through choice and
autonomy within the framework of the school goals and Unified Improvement Plan (UIP)
is an example of transformational leadership. A vital component of transformational
leadership is the relationship between the school leader and the teacher, and this
relationship “cannot be ignored in the context of teacher evaluation” (Tuytens & Devos,
2014, p. 514). For this reason, I have discussed the importance of school leaders building
strong relationships as a part of the implications for educational leaders included later in
this chapter.
Teachers’ Experiences with the
Teacher Evaluation Process
Were Insulated from Policy
Changes, by Design
Teacher evaluation in Colorado was reformed in 2010 with the passing of Senate
Bill 10-191, which became the Educator Effectiveness Act (2010). As a result of the new
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legislation, measures of student learning comprised 50% of a teacher’s final performance
rating with the other portion being based on their score on a standards-based rubric
comprised of five Quality Standards (Colorado Department of Education, 2015; Doherty
& Jacobs, 2015). Several studies have identified issues with the use of student
achievement data as a measure of teacher effectiveness through value-added models
(Darling-Hammond et al., 2012; Guarino, Reckase, & Wooldridge, 2015; Hallinger et al.,
2014; Looney, 2011; Rothstein, 2010). The design of this study was based on an
assumption of the impact of this policy shift: the teacher evaluation systems designed and
implemented since the passing of Senate Bill 10-191 have included student achievement
data and this inclusion may impact teacher or school leader perceptions of how the
teacher evaluation process supports teacher development. This assumption was informed
by literature on teacher evaluation in Colorado (Ramirez, Clouse, & Davis, 2014).
Ramirez et al. (2014) conducted an investigation to explore the issues with
teacher evaluation in Colorado since the passing of Senate Bill 10-191. The authors found
that almost three-quarters of site administrators, a term the authors used to describe those
responsible for evaluating teachers, felt that standardized tests were not an effective
measure of teacher effectiveness (Ramirez et al., 2014). Furthermore, an open-ended
survey of teachers, site administrators, and human resources administrators found that
more clarity is needed around the use of student data and the way student data is being
utilized within the new teacher evaluation systems is not an accurate representation of the
impact a teacher has on student learning (Ramirez et al., 2014).
While the literature indicated that the inclusion of student achievement data in the
teacher evaluation process would be a prodigious aspect of the participants’ experiences
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and perceptions, the opposite was actually true. The teachers’ experience with the teacher
evaluation process within both school districts was insulated from the policy changes
outlined by Senate Bill 10-191, and the impact of the changes required by the new
legislation were minimized. “District leaders, including superintendents and assistant
superintendents, play a key role in interpreting state-level policy and shaping its
implementation” (Woulfin et al., 2016). School district leaders in both school districts
framed teacher evaluation reform and the new teacher evaluation system design and
rollout process through a lens that minimized the impact of the inclusion of student
achievement data. This minimization of the requirements of new teacher evaluation
legislation contributed to teachers in both school districts feeling a sense of buy-in to the
teacher evaluation system and feeling that the teacher evaluation process promoted their
development.
Within-Case Analysis for
Longspur Middle School
in Lapland Public
Schools
There were three emerging themes from the within-case analysis of LMS in LPS:
intentional and transparent simplification of the teacher evaluation process, the UIP as a
focal point of teacher evaluation and development, and school-level professional
development as the central channel for teacher development. In this section, I have
discussed each within-case emerging theme within the context of the literature on the
topics.
The literature on teacher evaluation is clear: many teacher evaluation systems are
complicated, time-consuming, and meaningless which leads to teacher evaluation being
reduced to perfunctory checklists with little impact on teacher effectiveness or student
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learning (Daley & Kim, 2010; Danielson, 2012; Doherty & Jacobs, 2015; Duke, 1990;
Guthrie & Springer, 2004; Hallinger et al., 2014; Hill & Grossman, 2013; Marzano &
Toth, 2013; Murphy et al., 2013; Papay, 2012; Weisberg et al., 2009; Woulfin, et al.,
2016). The within-case analysis of the data collected for LMS uncovered an emerging
theme of intentionality and transparency around simplifying the teacher evaluation
process. School district leaders in LPS not only worked to simplify teacher evaluation
documents to avoid stifling the learning process and to allow the flexibility that truly
supports teacher development through teacher evaluation, but they also proudly
communicated that work as part of their belief system about teacher evaluation promoting
teacher development. This belief in the simplification of the teacher evaluation process
may have led to the positive teacher perception of the teacher evaluation process and
helped to mitigate some of the issues with teacher evaluation identified in the literature.
The UIP as a focal point for teacher evaluation and teacher development at LMS
was a second emerging theme of the within-case analysis. “Teacher evaluations have the
potential to achieve more, and to do it more quickly, when they are part of a
comprehensive professional learning system tied to a school district’s and school’s
improvement goals for students” (Hirsh, 2013, p. 38). Students benefit when teachers
grow as part of a shared system focused on specific goals (Hirsh, 2013), and the UIP as a
focal point for aligning teacher evaluation and teacher development contributed to a
teacher perception of a clear and growth-focused teacher evaluation process at LMS.
The last emerging theme from the within-case analysis of the data from LMS and
LPS was that school-level professional development was the central channel for teacher
development. Professional development cultivates a shared school-wide responsibility for
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student learning (Hirsh, 2013), and this effort was focused at the school level in LPS.
This emphasis on school-level professional development in LPS also contributed to the
clear alignment between school vision, professional development, and teacher evaluation
that supported teacher development at LMS.
Within-Case Analysis for Sandpiper
Middle School in Woodland
School District
There were two emerging themes from the within-case analysis of SMS in WSD.
These two emerging themes were: a robust school district professional development
model that supplemented school-level professional development and a standards-based
focus for teacher evaluation. In this section, I have discussed each within-case emerging
theme within the context of the literature.
There is no clear delineation in the literature between professional development
offered at the school level versus the school district level. However, it is important to
note that the within-case emerging theme of a robust school district professional
development model is more closely related to the concept of school district leader
framing than it is to the literature on professional development. Woulfin et al. (2016)
used the findings from a study conducted by Spillane (1999) to justify the importance of
school district leadership within the context of framing theory. Spillane (1999) found that
school districts with a more clearly articulated vision for teaching and learning were more
unified in the school district support of teachers and in the communication to schools
regarding new policy initiatives. Woulfin et al. (2016) generalized this, along with the
findings from other studies, to illustrate the impact of school district leadership on the
implementation of new teacher evaluation systems that met the requirements of new
legislation initiated by the RTTT grant program. For this reason, the within-case
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emerging theme of school district-level professional development was further evidence of
effective school district leadership and a clear belief-based vision for the role and purpose
of teacher evaluation in WSD: teacher development.
The second emerging theme was a standards-based focus for teacher evaluation.
A standards-based approach to teacher evaluation creates a shared and common
understanding of effective teaching and enables evaluators to fairly evaluate teachers
based on this shared definition (Danielson, 2012; Papay, 2012; Steinberg & Donaldson,
2016). In WSD, teacher clarity around the definition of effective teaching, through the
Colorado Teacher Quality Standards, helped support teacher ownership of their learning
and development. This clarity also allowed school district leaders and school leaders to
better align professional development with teacher goals and teacher evaluation which
was an emerging theme in the cross-case analysis.
The discussion of findings is important to understanding how the results from this
study fit within the larger context of the literature on teacher evaluation and teacher
development. However, it is also important to examine how these findings can inform
educational leaders as they design and implement teacher evaluation systems. In the next
section, I have outlined key implications for school and school district leaders.
Implications for Educational Leaders
Federal legislation and public awareness have pushed teacher evaluation into the
spotlight as a strategy for improving schools (Marzano & Toth, 2013). Mounting
evidence to support the importance of the classroom teacher, the shift in focus to
accountability for student learning, and the dismal state of teacher evaluation at the turn
of the 21st century created the foundation for a federal impetus for teacher evaluation
reform (Hallinger et al., 2014; Marzano & Toth, 2013; Murphy et al., 2013; Papay,
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2012). The use of teacher evaluation to promote teacher development is key to a
comprehensive improvement in teacher effectiveness, and the success of the new teacher
evaluation systems are ultimately dependent on those who implement them (Kraft &
Gilmour, 2016b; Papay, 2012). For this reason, it was important to fully explore how the
findings of this study inform suggestions for school and school district leaders as they
promote teacher development through the teacher evaluation process.
The findings from a collective case study cannot be generalized outside of the
bounded system included in the study (Merriam, 1998; Stake, 1995). For this reason, I
have presented the implications for school district leders and school leaders as questions
to consider since suggesting action would be outside of the scope of this collective case
study. Based on the findings of this study, school district leaders may want to consider
the following questions when designing and implementing a teacher evaluation system:
1. How can collaborative opportunities be created for teachers, school leaders, and
school district leaders to design, implement, and monitor teacher evaluation
systems?
2. How can the purpose and role of teacher evaluation be clearly framed through a
belief-based vision statement shared with all stakeholders?
3. How can the teacher evaluation system include a structure to support ongoing and
authentic teacher goal-based conversations?
4. How can the requirements of the teacher evaluation system implementation
require that school leaders align teacher evaluation, professional development and
school vision?
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5. To what level should student achievement data be included in the teacher
evaluation process given that the inclusion may not be as impactful in supporting
teacher development?
6. What professional development do school leaders need regarding both
instructional leadership and transformational leadership in order to support
effective implementation of the teacher evaluation process?
Based on the findings of this study, school leaders may want to consider the following
questions when implementing a teacher evaluation system:
1. How can strong relationships be built with teachers in order to motivate,
empower, and support them both within and outside the context of the teacher
evaluation process?
2. How can the teacher evaluation process be treated as an ongoing conversation
focused on teacher development?
3. How can professional development, teacher evaluation, and school vision be
aligned through a focused and intentional teacher goal-setting process?
4. How can a belief-based school district vision for the role of teacher evaluation be
reinforced both explicitly through presentations on teacher evaluation with
teachers and implicitly through the implementation of the teacher evaluation
process?
5. To what level should student achievement data be included in conversations
associated with the teacher evaluation process given that the inclusion may not be
as impactful in supporting teacher development?
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6. How can opportunities for teachers to be leaders of their own learning be created
by offering teacher autonomy within a school vision-based framework?
The previous questions for school district leaders and school leaders to consider are
rooted in their potential actions, but there are also two suggestions rooted in philosophical
considerations. These two suggestions are to consider the interplay of teacher evaluation
and school culture and acknowledge the role of relationships within a transformational
leadership model.
The Interplay of School Culture
and Teacher Evaluation
In Chapter II, I discussed three mechanisms in the causal chain between teacher
evaluation and teacher effectiveness presented by Hallinger et al. (2014). These three
mechanisms were: filtering out poor performers, providing feedback and support to
encourage teacher development, and cultivating a results-oriented school culture. I
revisited this theory of action earlier in this chapter within the context of discussing the
implications of the emerging theme of school leaders fostering a culture of professional
learning to support teacher development. In Chapter V, I included a discussion of my
decision to intentionally avoid using the term school culture and, instead, use the term
culture of professional learning when describing the emerging theme in the cross-case
analysis. I also alluded to further discussion of the connection between the emerging
theme and the research-based conception of school culture. I have chosen to address the
interplay between a culture of professional learning, school culture, and teacher
evaluation in this section as it is part of an important implication for school and school
district leaders.
School culture is defined as the behaviors, expectations, interactions, and values
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that are embedded in how the business of teaching and learning is conducted within a
school (Barth, 2002; Peterson, 2002; Saphier & King, 1985; Witherspoon, 2016).
Hallinger et al. (2014) narrowed this definition by conceptualizing the interplay of school
culture and teacher evaluation through their proposed mechanism of a results-oriented
school culture. Danielson and McGreal (2000) also explored the interplay of school
culture and teacher evaluation but emphasized the importance of a culture of professional
learning which included the following elements: a collaborative culture of professional
inquiry, a spirit of support and assistance, and presumptions of competence and continued
professional growth.
While the definition of school culture is a broad term that encompasses many
complex workings of how a school operates (Barth, 2002; Peterson, 2002; Saphier &
King, 1985; Witherspoon, 2016), Danielson and McGreal’s (2000) concept of a culture of
professional learning was a more appropriate term to utilize when describing the
environment cultivated by the supportive leaders in this study. Utilizing the term school
culture in my cross-case analysis would have implied this study had a larger scope than it
actually did. The term culture of professional learning, a term more specific to teacher
development, was utilized to limit the scope of the emerging theme in a way that was
appropriate given the focus of the study while still rooting the findings in the literature on
professional learning.
As school and school district leaders work to support teacher development
through teacher evaluation, they should acknowledge the importance of a culture of
professional learning as well as how that fits within the larger culture of the school. The
data from this case study showed there were many qualities of an effective school leader
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that enabled the teacher evaluation process to be an ongoing, authentic, and honest
conversation that cultivated a culture of professional learning built on trust. “Evaluation
conducted in an environment that fosters mutual trust between the evaluator…and the
teacher holds the greatest potential for benefiting both parties” (Stronge, 2006, p. 8).
When school leaders fostered a culture of continuous learning and improvement, teachers
are more motivated and willing to take risks to improve their instruction (The
Professional Educator, 2010; Ziemke & Ross, 2014). School leaders should consider the
importance of building trusting relationships with teachers and should consider the
importance of creating a culture of professional learning in the journey to promoting
teacher development through teacher evaluation. Furthermore, school leaders should also
think about creating this culture of professional learning within the context of a positive
school culture.
The Role of Relationships Within a
Transformational Leadership
Model
Transformational school leaders are those that build strong relationships with
teachers and use these relationships to motivate teachers to move beyond expectations
and enhance the goals of the organization (Marks & Printy, 2003; Printy, Marks, &
Bowers, 2009). A transformational leader establishes “the kinds of relationships that are
conducive to improving instructional quality and creating conditions that support the
academic progress of all students” (Printy et al., 2009, p. 529). Tuytens and Devos (2014)
argued that these relationships within the transformational leadership model “cannot be
ignored in the context of teacher evaluation” (p. 514).
The emerging themes in this study illuminated key teacher evaluation practices
that promoted teacher development in the two schools and school districts studied.
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However, these practices do not necessarily lead to teacher development without
motivated and empowered teachers willing to engage in professional learning to further
the goals of the organization (Tuytens & Devos, 2014). For this reason, a suggestion for
school leaders is to be aware of the critical role of relationships in the transformational
leadership approach and to work to develop the mutual trust and respect at the heart of
these relationships (Leithwood & Jantzi, 1999; Printy et al., 2009). School leaders should
consider building strong relationships in order to better promote teacher development
through teacher evaluation and to support teacher engagement in professional learning.
Limitations of the Study
As discussed in Chapter III, there were limitations to this study that needed to be
acknowledged. The root of these limitations could generally be categorized as having to
do with the case study design of this qualitative study, the case selection process, or my
bias as the researcher (Creswell, 2012; Stake, 1995). I will briefly revisit each of these
categories and also introduce one other limitation that arose from the data collection
process.
A collective case study approach allowed me to conduct a deep and rich
exploration of teacher evaluation practices and enabled me to develop an understanding
of a complex issues within the natural setting of a school (Merriam, 1998; Stake, 1995).
The findings from this study cannot necessarily be generalized outside the context of the
bounded systems included in the study (Merriam, 1998; Stake, 1995). Recognizing this
limitation is key to the strength of the collective case study design (Merriam, 1998).
The second limitation to this study was the school selection process. By basing
the selection process on teacher perceptions of teacher evaluation and professional
development, I may have inadvertently excluded information-rich cases where teacher
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evaluation is promoting teacher development. This could be because either teachers did
not have positive perceptions of teacher evaluation and professional development or not
enough teachers completed the survey to meet the minimum participation rate for the
results to be shared publicly. The impact of teacher perception on the implementation of
teacher evaluation is a concept addressed in the literature (Tuytens & Devos, 2009), but
the acknowledgement of the limitations of selecting schools based on teacher perception
of teacher evaluation is important to understanding the context of the findings of the
study.
Finally, some limitations to this study are due to researcher bias. I served as the
primary instrument for both data collection and analysis in a qualitative study, and
because of this it was important to acknowledge and be transparent about any sources of
bias I may have held towards the topic of exploration (Creswell, 2013; Patton, 1999). I
utilized a clearly outlined data condensation, data display, and conclusion-drawing
process to provide a roadmap for the inductive data analysis and to minimize the potential
impact of my bias.
There was one assumption that I had but was not aware of at the outset of my
research journey. I discovered this assumption as I carried out my research. The design of
this study was predicated on a policy assumption. Essentially, I built my semi-structured
interview teacher participant selection process on the assumption that the policy of
including student achievement data in teacher evaluation would impact the teachers’
experiences and perceptions. I utilized a stratified sampling process to select teachers of
both tested and non-tested subject areas or grade levels. However, there was no
substantive mention of student achievement data in my teacher or school leader semi-
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structured interviews, and the insulation of teachers from policy shifts actually became an
emerging theme of the cross-case analysis. I started my research with the underlying
assumption of a policy impact that was simply never supported by the data. I do not
believe this underlying assumption caused me to misinterpret the data, however, it is
important that I am transparent with my potential biases in order to ensure
trustworthiness of the results (Merriam, 1998).
The last limitation to be discussed actually arose from the data collection process.
Two data sources ended up being limited for different reasons. First, I did not conduct as
many non-participant observations as I had hoped. This was due to scheduling conflicts
between the professional development at my school, which I facilitated, and the
professional development at the two middle schools. While I still managed to conduct a
non-participant observation at all the types of meetings participants identified as
contributing to teacher development, I was only able to observe one of each type. Second,
the response rate for the questionnaires was lower than I had anticipated for one of the
middle schools in the study. For this reason, I utilized the non-participant observations
and questionnaire responses mainly as a data source triangulation strategy instead of a
strategy for uncovering new categories or themes. Essentially, the data collected from
these data sources became a way for me to verify already existing themes from my
analysis of data gathered from the semi-structured interviews and document analysis
which maintained the trustworthiness of the study.
Suggestions for Future Studies
Teacher evaluation is an important process to ensure that every student is taught
by a high-quality teacher and that teacher performance is accurately assessed (Donaldson,
2009; Papay, 2012). The RTTT grant program incentivized teacher evaluation reform,
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and this shift put the measurement and assessment of teacher effectiveness at center stage
with policymakers, educators, and the public (Daley & Kim, 2010; Hill & Grossman,
2013; Steinberg & Donaldson, 2016; Young, et al., 2015). Teacher evaluation and teacher
development is a complex phenomenon, and I have four recommendations for future
study:
1. Expand the study to include more cases within each school district. This would
allow the cross-case analysis to better assess the impact of school district
leadership and framing of teacher evaluation policy on the implementation at the
school level.
2. Extend this study to include observations of school leader and teacher interactions
within the teacher evaluation process. Being able to observe pre-and postobservation conferences as a part of the teacher evaluation process could provide
a clearer picture of the teacher evaluation practices at both schools.
3. Expand this study to include human resources administrators to gain a better
understanding of how teacher evaluation works for struggling teachers and to
gather a broader understanding of the experiences and perspectives of school
district leaders.
4. Follow Veda, principal at LMS, to her new school and investigate how she
establishes the teacher evaluation process with a new staff. Veda will be moving
on to open a new school, and a comparative case study would illuminate how
Veda goes about building a culture of professional learning in a new school in the
same school district.
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Conclusion
The quality of the classroom teacher is the most important school-level factor
impacting student achievement, and teacher evaluation is a vital process to ensuring
effective teaching and learning in our schools (Daley & Kim, 2010; Dee & Wyckoff,
2013; Ingersoll, 2007; Looney, 2011; Minnici, 2014; Nye et al., 2004; Papay, 2012;
Steinberg & Donaldson, 2016; Tucker & Stronge, 2006; Wright et al., 1997). Teacher
evaluation has two purposes: hold teachers accountable by measuring teacher
performance to make personnel decisions and promote teacher growth and support
teacher development (Beerens, 2000; Daley & Kim, 2010; Danielson, 2012; Duke, 1990;
Gordon, 2006; Hallinger et al., 2014; Looney, 2011; Marzano, 2012; Marzano & Toth,
2013; Stronge, 2006; Young et al., 2015). In this study, I sought to better understand the
teacher evaluation practices that promote teacher development at the middle school level.
By listening to the voices of teachers, school leaders, and school district leaders, I was
able to identify emerging themes to provide insight into how the teacher evaluation
process can be leveraged to promote teacher development. These emerging themes led to
questions for both school district leaders and school leaders to consider as well as
philosophical considerations related to transformational leadership and school culture.
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August, 2017
Dear Teacher,
I am a doctoral candidate in the Educational Leadership and Policies Program at the
University of Northern Colorado. I am conducting research regarding teacher evaluation
practices and teacher development. I want to explore the teacher evaluation practices that
promote teacher development. Your school is one of two schools that I will be studying
due to the high scores in the “School Leadership” and “Professional Development”
sections of the 2015 TELL Colorado Survey. My research question is: What teacher
evaluation practices promote teacher development in two middle schools on the front
range with positive teacher perception of teacher evaluation practices as measured by the
2015 Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and Learning (TELL) Colorado Survey?
I would like to invite you to participate in my study so I can learn more about your
thoughts and opinions on teacher evaluation practices that promote teacher development.
I am seeking four teachers from your school (2 teachers of non-test subject areas/grade
levels and 2 teachers of tested subject areas/grade levels), and you have been selected as a
potential participant.
I will conduct a one-on-one interview with the participants at a location and time
convenient for them. This interview is expected to last 30-45 minutes. Individual names
of the participants, their school, and their school district will not be included in the
professional reports resulting from this study. I will record each interview, but will only
use pseudonyms and will keep these digital files private on a password-protected device.
Only myself and my research advisor will have access to these files. I will not share the
information a participant shares in the interviews with other participants.
Participants will also have the chance to review the notes and transcriptions for accuracy
throughout the research process. Much of the research on teacher evaluation reform in
Colorado has focused on the use of teacher evaluation as a tool to measure teacher
performance. It would be beneficial to the field of education to learn how teacher
evaluation promotes teacher development.
Your participation is voluntary. You may decide at any time to withdraw from the
study. Your decision will be respected and there will be no negative consequences
associated with your decision. If you are interested in participating, please reply to this
email to notify me of your interest.
Thank you,
Andrea Smith
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Project Title: TEACHER EVALUATION PRACTICES THAT PROMOTE TEACHER
DEVELOPMENT IN TWO MIDDLE SCHOOLS
Researcher:
Phone Number:
Research Advisor:
Phone Number:

Andrea Smith, Educational Leadership and Policy Studies
(720) 413-5377
Dr. Spencer Weiler
(970) 351-2832

My name is Andrea Smith, and I am a doctoral student at UNC in the Education
Leadership and Policy Studies department. Teacher evaluation reform has taken center
stage in Colorado over the past eight years, and much of the focus of the reform has been
on measuring teacher performance. However, I would like to learn more about how
teacher evaluation promotes teacher development. Your perspective is important to
helping illuminate this topic. Therefore, I am hoping you can participate in my study.
The purpose of this study is to explore teacher evaluation practices at two middle schools
to better understand how these practices promote teacher development. My research
question is: What teacher evaluation practices promote teacher development in two
middle schools on the front range with positive teacher perception of teacher evaluation
practices as measured by the 2015 Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and Learning
(TELL) Colorado Survey?
Participation Requirements –
We will conduct this interview at a place and time convenient for you. This interview will
take approximately 30 to 45 minutes. Our interview will be digitally recorded to ensure
accuracy in your comments. The interviews will be conducted in August, September, or
October. After the interview, I will send you a transcript of the interview for you to check
for accuracy. Your responses and the information gathered in your interview will not be
shared with other participants in this study. Your name and your participation status will
also not be shared with anyone else participating in the study.
page 1 of 2________ (participant initials here)
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Procedures to Protect ConfidentialityThe data collected in each interview will be shared only in anonymous form with no
identifying names or information included. Individual names of the participants, their
school district, or individual school will not appear in any professional report of this
research. You will select a pseudonym that I will use in all published work and in all my
notes. I will record each interview and keep the contents of these files on a password
protected laptop and delete as soon as a written transcript is typed. All written notes and
transcripts will be kept on a password-protected laptop until three years after the
conclusion of the study.
Risk and Benefits
There are no anticipated risks to you as a participant. However, your feelings of security
in your place of work are of the utmost importance. I understand that to gather valid and
reliable data from teachers, I must ensure that you have a chance to share your honest
opinions and thoughts without worry of consequences in the work place. I will make
every effort to maintain the highest levels of confidentiality in order to maintain your
feelings of security in your work place.
There are many benefits to this study. I hope to inform the craft of school and school
district leadership by better understanding how teacher evaluation promotes teacher
development. I also believe that my participants may benefit from having the chance to
discuss their thoughts and opinions on teacher evaluation and their development. The
final report may be shared with your school district, dependent on the requirements of
your district.
Please feel free to call me at (720)-413-5377 if you have any questions or concerns about
this research. Please keep a copy of this letter for your records. By participating in this
interview you are providing consent to be part of the study. Thank you for assisting with
this research.
Participation is voluntary. You may decide not to participate in this study and if you
begin participation you may still decide to stop and withdraw at any time. Your
decision will be respected and will not result in loss of benefits to which you are
otherwise entitled. Having read the above and having had an opportunity to ask any
questions, please sign below if you would like to participate in this research. A copy
of this form will be given to you to retain for future reference. If you have any
concerns about your selection or treatment as a research participant, please contact
the Office of Research, Kepner Hall, University of Northern Colorado Greeley, CO
80639; 970-351-1910.
__________________________________________
Researcher’s Signature

___________________
Date

__________________________________________
Participant’s Signature

___________________
Date
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Semi-structured Interview Protocol
Teacher
Time of Interview: ______________

Date: ____________

Location: ____________________________________
Teacher Pseudoynm Selected: ________________________________
Subject Area and Grade Level: _______________________
School: ______________________________
Interviewer: Andrea Smith
Introduction:
The purpose of this study is to explore what teacher evaluation practices promote teacher
development. I am interviewing middle school teachers, school leaders, and school
district leaders to explore this topic. I will record this interview to be used to create a
written transcription for data analysis, but your identity will be protected by using a
pseudonym of your choice. This interview will take between 30 and 45 minutes and I
would like to take a moment to have you read and sign the Informed Consent Form
before we begin.
1. Describe your experience as a teacher, including how long and at what levels you have
worked.
2. What do you think is the most important quality or skill a middle school teacher can
have?
3. What do you think is the most important quality or skill a school leader can have?
4. What helps you grow or improve as a teacher?
5. Give me a general overview of the teacher evaluation process at this school.
a) Probe: who conducts evaluations?
b) Probe: how is your evaluation broken down?
c) Probe: how many times during the school year do you meet or interact with your
evaluator as a part of the evaluation process? What is discussed during those
interactions? What is the structure of those meetings?
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6. What do you think the purpose or purposes of teacher evaluation are at this school?
a) Probe: what makes you think that?
7. Give me a general overview of the structure of professional development at this school.
a) Probe: How often are there professional development meetings, workshops, staff
meetings, PLCs, etc.?
b) Probe: Who leads the different PD opportunities?
c) Probe: Are there any meetings, workshops, staff meetings, PLCs, etc. that you
think I should observe to better understand the teacher evaluation practices that
promote teacher development at this school?
8. What helps you grow or improve as a teacher?
9. Thinking about the design of the teacher evaluation system used here, what aspects of
the design, if any, do you think promote your development as a teacher?
10. Thinking about how your evaluator (or evaluators in this school) implements the
teacher evaluation system, what aspects of their implementation, if any, do you think
promote your development as a teacher?
11. If you were to give a new school leader advice on things they could do to ensure that
the teacher evaluation process promotes teacher development, what would you say?
12. Are there any documents that are used during the teacher evaluation process or as a
part of teacher evaluation that you think are important for me to see to better understand
teacher evaluation at this school?
a) Probe: Please shre these with me if you feel comfortable and give
permission for me to use them in my research.
12. What have I failed to ask you about teacher development and the evaluation process?
a) Probe: Please answer those questions
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Date, 2017
Dear School Leader,
I am a doctoral candidate in the Educational Leadership and Policies Program at the
University of Northern Colorado. I am conducting research regarding teacher evaluation
practices and teacher development. I want to explore the teacher evaluation practices that
promote teacher development. Your school is one of two schools that I will be studying
due to your high scores in the “School Leadership” and “Professional Development”
sections of the 2015 TELL Colorado Survey. My research question is: What teacher
evaluation practices promote teacher development in two middle schools on the front
range with positive teacher perception of teacher evaluation practices as measured by the
2015 Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and Learning (TELL) Colorado Survey?
I would like to invite you to participate in my study so I can learn more about your
thoughts and opinions on this topic. I would like to interview all school leaders at your
school that are responsible for evaluating teachers.
I will conduct a one-on-one interview with the school leader participants at a location and
time convenient for them. This interview is expected to last 30-45 minutes. Individual
names of the participants, their school, and their school district will not be included in the
professional reports resulting from this study. I will record each interview, but will only
use pseudonyms and will keep these digital files private on a password-protected device.
Only myself and my research advisor will have access to these files. I will not share the
information a participant shares in the interviews with other participants.
Participants will also have the chance to review the notes and transcriptions for accuracy
throughout the research process. Much of the research on teacher evaluation reform in
Colorado has focused on the use of teacher evaluation as a tool to measure teacher
performance. It would be beneficial to the field of education to learn how teacher
evaluation promotes teacher development.
Your participation is voluntary. You may decide at any time to withdraw from the
study. Your decision will be respected and there will be no negative consequences
associated with your decision.
If you are interested in participating, please reply to this email to notify me of your
interest.
Thank you,
Andrea Smith
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Project Title: TEACHER EVALUATION PRACTICES THAT PROMOTE TEACHER
DEVELOPMENT IN TWO MIDDLE SCHOOLS
Researcher:
Phone Number:

Andrea Smith, Educational Leadership and Policy Studies
(720) 413-5377

Research Advisor:
Phone Number:

Dr. Spencer Weiler
(970) 351-2832

My name is Andrea Smith, and I am a doctoral student at UNC in the Education
Leadership and Policy Studies department. Teacher evaluation reform has taken center
stage in Colorado over the past eight years, and much of the focus of the reform has been
on measuring teacher performance. However, I would like to learn more about how
teacher evaluation promotes teacher development. Your perspective is important to
helping illuminate this topic. Therefore, I am hoping you can participate in my study.
The purpose of this study is to explore teacher evaluation practices at two middle schools
to better understand how these practices promote teacher development. My research
question is: What teacher evaluation practices promote teacher development in two
middle schools on the front range with positive teacher perception of teacher evaluation
practices as measured by the 2015 Colorado Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and
Learning (TELL) Survey?
Participation Requirements –
We will conduct this interview at a place and time convenient for you. This interview will
take approximately 30 to 45 minutes. Our interview will be digitally recorded to ensure
accuracy in your comments. The interviews will be conducted in August, September, or
October. After the interview, I will send you a transcript of the interview for you to check
for accuracy. Your responses and the information gathered in your interview will not be
shared with other participants in this study. Your name and your participation status will
also not be shared with anyone else participating in the study.
Procedures to Protect ConfidentialityThe data collected in each interview will be shared only in anonymous form with no
identifying names or information included. Individual names of the participants, their
school district, or individual school will not appear in any professional report of this
research. You will select a pseudonym that I will use in all published work and in all my
page 1 of 2________ (participant initials here)
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notes. I will record each interview and keep the contents of these files on a password
protected laptop and delete as soon as a written transcript is typed. All written notes and
transcripts will be kept on a password-protected laptop until three years after the
conclusion of the study.
Risk and Benefits
There are no anticipated risks to you as a participant. However, your feelings of security
in your place of work are of the utmost importance. I understand that to gather valid and
reliable data from school leaders, I must ensure that you have a chance to share your
honest opinions and thoughts without worry of consequences in the work place. I will
make every effort to maintain the highest levels of confidentiality in order to maintain
your feelings of security in your work place.
There are many benefits to this study. I hope to inform the craft of school and school
district leadership by better understanding how teacher evaluation promotes teacher
development. I also believe that my participants may benefit from having the chance to
discuss their thoughts and opinions on teacher evaluation and teacher development. The
final report may be shared with your school district, dependent on the requirements of
your district.
Please feel free to call me at (720)413-5377 if you have any questions or concerns about
this research. Please keep a copy of this letter for your records. By participating in this
interview you are providing consent to be part of the study. Thank you for assisting with
this research.
Participation is voluntary. You may decide not to participate in this study and if you
begin participation you may still decide to stop and withdraw at any time. Your
decision will be respected and will not result in loss of benefits to which you are
otherwise entitled. Having read the above and having had an opportunity to ask any
questions, please sign below if you would like to participate in this research. A copy
of this form will be given to you to retain for future reference. If you have any
concerns about your selection or treatment as a research participant, please contact
the Office of Research, Kepner Hall, University of Northern Colorado Greeley, CO
80639; 970-351-1910.
__________________________________________
Researcher’s Signature

___________________
Date

__________________________________________
Participant’s Signature

___________________
Date
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Semi-structured Interview Protocol
School Leader
Time of Interview: ______________

Date: ____________

Location: ____________________________________
School Leader Pseudoynm Selected:: ________________________________
School Leader Title: _________________________________
School: ______________________________
Interviewer: Andrea Smith
Introduction:
The purpose of this study is to explore what teacher evaluation practices promote teacher
development. I am interviewing middle school teachers, school leaders, and school
district leaders to explore this topic. I will record this interview to be used to create a
written transcription for data analysis, but your identity will be protected by using a
pseudonym of your choice. This interview will take between 30 and 45 minutes and I
would like to take a moment to have you read and sign the Informed Consent Form
before we begin.
1. Describe your experience as an educator, including how long and at what levels you
have worked.
2. What do you think is the most important quality or skill a middle school teacher can
have?
3. What do you think is the most important quality or skill a school leader can have?
4. Give me a general overview of the teacher evaluation process at this school.
d) Probe: who conducts evaluations?
e) Probe: how is your evaluation broken down?
f) Probe: how many times during the school year do you meet or interact with your
evaluator as a part of the evaluation process? What is discussed during those
interactions?
5. What do you think the purpose or purposes of teacher evaluation are at this school?
b) Probe: what makes you think that?
6. Give me a general overview of the structure of professional development at this school.
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a) Probe: How often are there professional development meetings,
workshops, staff meetings, PLCs, etc.?
b) Probe: Who leads the different PD opportunities?
c) Probe: Are there any meetings, workshops, staff meetings, PLCs, etc. that you
think I should observe to better understand the teacher evaluation practices that
promote teacher development at this school?
7. What helps teachers grow and improve?
8. Thinking about the design of the teacher evaluation system used here, what aspects of
the design, if any, do you think promote teachers’ development?
9. Thinking about how you (or other evaluators at this school) implement the teacher
evaluation system, what aspects of the implementation, if any, do you think promote
teachers’ development?
10. If you were to give a new school leader advice on things they could do to ensure that
the teacher evaluation process promotes teacher development, what would you say?
11. Are there any documents that are used during the teacher evaluation process or as a
part of teacher evaluation that you think are important for me to see to better understand
teacher evaluation at this school?
a) Probe: Please shre these with me if you feel comfortable and give
permission for me to use them in my research (if “filled in” documents: either
remove identifying information OR get written permission for the teacher that
document pertains to)
12. What have I failed to ask you about teacher development and the evaluation process?
a) Probe: Please answer those questions
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Date, 2017
Dear School District Leader,
I am a doctoral candidate in the Educational Leadership and Policies Program at the
University of Northern Colorado. I am conducting research regarding teacher evaluation
practices and teacher development. I want to explore the teacher evaluation practices that
promote teacher development. A middle school in your school district has been due to
their high scores in the “School Leadership” and “Professional Development” sections of
the 2015 TELL Colorado Survey. My research questions is: What teacher evaluation
practices promote teacher development in two middle schools on the front range with
positive teacher perception of teacher evaluation practices as measured by the 2015
Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and Learning (TELL) Colorado Survey?
I would like to invite you to participate in my study so I can learn more about your
thoughts and opinions on teacher evaluation practices that promote teacher development.
I would like to include the perspective of a school district leader in order to fully
understand teacher evaluation practices in your school district and at the middle school I
am studying.
I will conduct a one-on-one interview with you at a location and time convenient for you.
This interview is expected to last 30-45 minutes. Individual names of all participants, the
school, and the school district will not be included in the professional reports resulting
from this study. I will record your interview, but will only use pseudonyms and will keep
these digital files private on a password-protected device. Only myself and my research
advisor will have access to these files. I will not share the information you share in the
interviews with other participants in the study.
You will also have the chance to review the notes and transcriptions for accuracy
throughout the research process. Much of the research on teacher evaluation reform in
Colorado has focused on the use of teacher evaluation as a tool to measure teacher
performance. It would be beneficial to the field of education to learn how teacher
evaluation promotes teacher development.
Your participation is voluntary. You may decide at any time to withdraw from the
study. Your decision will be respected and there will be no negative consequences
associated with your decision.
If you are interested in participating, please reply to this email to notify me of your
interest.
Thank you,
Andrea Smith
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Project Title: TEACHER EVALUATION PRACTICES THAT PROMOTE TEACHER
DEVELOPMENT IN TWO MIDDLE SCHOOLS
Researcher:
Phone Number:

Andrea Smith, Educational Leadership and Policy Studies
(720) 413-5377

Research Advisor:
Phone Number:

Dr. Spencer Weiler
(970) 351-2832

My name is Andrea Smith, and I am a doctoral student at UNC in the Education
Leadership and Policy Studies department. Teacher evaluation reform has taken center
stage in Colorado over the past eight years, and much of the focus of the reform has been
on measuring teacher performance. However, I would like to learn more about how
teacher evaluation promotes teacher development. Your perspective is important to
helping illuminate this topic. Therefore, I am hoping you can participate in my study.
The purpose of this study is to explore teacher evaluation practices at two middle schools
to better understand how these practices promote teacher development. My research
question is: What teacher evaluation practices promote teacher development in two
middle schools on the front range with positive teacher perception of teacher evaluation
practices as measured by the 2015 Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and Learning
(TELL) Colorado Survey?
Participation Requirements –
We will conduct this interview at a place and time convenient for you. This interview will
take approximately 30 to 45 minutes. Our interview will be digitally recorded to ensure
accuracy in your comments. The interviews will be conducted in August, September, or
October. After the interview, I will send you a transcript of the interview for you to check
for accuracy. Your responses and the information gathered in your interview will not be
shared with other participants in this study. Your name and your participation status will
also not be shared with anyone else participating in the study.
Procedures to Protect ConfidentialityThe data collected in each interview will be shared only in anonymous form with no
identifying names or information included. Individual names of the participants, their
school district, or individual school will not appear in any professional report of this
page 1 of 2________ (participant initials here)
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research. You will select a pseudonym that I will use in all published work and data
collection. I will record each interview and keep the contents of these files on a password
protected laptop and delete as soon as a written transcript is typed. All written notes and
transcripts will be kept on a password-protected laptop until three years after the
conclusion of the study.
Risk and Benefits
There are no anticipated risks to you as a participant. However, your feelings of security
in your place of work are of the utmost importance. I understand that to gather valid and
reliable data from school district leaders, I must ensure that you have a chance to share
your honest opinions and thoughts without worry of consequences in the work place. I
will make every effort to maintain the highest levels of confidentiality in order to
maintain your feelings of security in your work place.
There are many benefits to this study. I hope to inform the craft of school and school
district leadership by better understanding how teacher evaluation promotes teacher
development. I also believe that my participants may benefit from having the chance to
discuss their thoughts and opinions on teacher evaluation and teacher development. The
final report may be shared with your school district, dependent on the requirements of
your district.
Please feel free to call me at (720)-413-5377 if you have any questions or concerns about
this research. Please keep a copy of this letter for your records. By participating in this
interview you are providing consent to be part of the study. Thank you for assisting with
this research.
Participation is voluntary. You may decide not to participate in this study and if you
begin participation you may still decide to stop and withdraw at any time. Your
decision will be respected and will not result in loss of benefits to which you are
otherwise entitled. Having read the above and having had an opportunity to ask any
questions, please sign below if you would like to participate in this research. A copy
of this form will be given to you to retain for future reference. If you have any
concerns about your selection or treatment as a research participant, please contact
the Office of Research, Kepner Hall, University of Northern Colorado Greeley, CO
80639; 970-351-1910.
__________________________________________
Researcher’s Signature

___________________
Date

__________________________________________
Participant’s Signature

___________________
Date
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Semi-structured Interview Protocol
School District Leader
Time of Interview: ______________

Date: ____________

Location: ____________________________________
School District Leader Pseudoynm Selected:: ________________________________
School District Leader Title: _________________________________
School: ______________________________
Interviewer: Andrea Smith
Introduction:
The purpose of this study is to explore what teacher evaluation practices promote teacher
development. I am interviewing middle school teachers, school leaders, and school
district leaders to explore this topic. I will record this interview to be used to create a
written transcription for data analysis, but your identity will be protected by using a
pseudonym of your choice. This interview will take between 30 and 45 minutes and I
would like to take a moment to have you read and sign the Informed Consent Form
before we begin.
1. Describe your experience as an educator, including how long and at what levels you
have worked.
2. What do you think is the most important quality or skill a middle school teacher can
have?
3. What do you think is the most important quality or skill a school leader can have?
4. Give me a general idea of how teacher evaluation has changed since the passing of
Senate Bill 191.
a) Probe: how was this new process rolled out and communicated to district leaders?
b) What input did teachers and/or school leaders get during that process?
5. Give me a general overview of the teacher evaluation process in this district.
a) Probe: who conducts evaluations?
b) Probe: how is the evaluation process broken down?
c) Probe: how many times during the school year do teachers meet or interact with
their evaluator as a part of the evaluation process? What is discussed during those
interactions? What is the structure of those meetings?
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6. What do you think the purpose or purposes of teacher evaluation are in this school
district?
a) Probe: what makes you think that?
7. Give me a general overview of the structure of professional development at the school
and school district level.
a) Probe: How often are there professional development meetings, workshops, staff
meetings, PLCs, etc.?
b) Probe: Who leads the different PD opportunities?
c) Probe: Are there any meetings, workshops, staff meetings, PLCs, etc. that you
think I should observe to better understand the teacher evaluation practices that
promote teacher development at this school?
8. What helps teachers grow and improve?
9. Thinking about the design of the teacher evaluation system used in this school district,
what aspects of the design, if any, do you think promote teachers’ professional growth?
Why?
10. Thinking about how school leaders implement the teacher evaluation system, what
aspects of the implementation, if any, do you think promote teachers’ professional
growth?
11. If you were to give a new school leader advice on things they could do to ensure that
the teacher evaluation process promotes teacher development, what would you say?
12. Are there any documents that are used during the teacher evaluation process or as a
part of teacher evaluation that you think are important for me to see to better understand
teacher evaluation at this school?
a) Probe: Please shre these with me if you feel comfortable and give
permission for me to use them in my research (if “filled in” documents: either
remove identifying information OR get written permission for the teacher that
document pertains to)
12. What have I failed to ask you about teacher development and the evaluation process?
a) Probe: Please answer those questions.
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Non-Participant Observation Protocol

Time of Observation: ______________

Date: ____________

Location: ____________________________________
Short description of context: ____________________________________________
School: ______________________________
Interviewer: Andrea Smith
Time

Descriptive Field Notes

Reflective Field Notes
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Questionnaire for All Middle School Teachers
(distributed by email, built using Qualtrics)
Body of email sent to teachers (Informed Consent):
My name is Andrea Smith and I am a doctoral candidate at University of Northern
Colorado. I am researching teacher evaluation practices and teacher development. Your
participation requires answering 8-10 questions (7 multiple choice questions and 1-3
open-ended questions) about teacher evaluation. It is anticipated that this questionnaire
will take about 10 minutes to complete. The research question is “What teacher
evaluation practices promote teacher development in middle schools?” I am conducting
this research to help school and school district leaders understand how they can best
promote teacher development.
Participation is voluntary. Your completion of the survey will signify your
consent for participation in the study. You may decide not to participate in this study,
and, if you begin participation, you may still decide to stop and withdraw at any time..
Having read the above, please complete the questionnaire. If you have any concerns
about your selection or treatment as a research participant, please contact Sherry May,
IRB Administrator, Office of Sponsored Programs, 25 Kepner Hall, University of
Northern Colorado Greeley, CO 80639; 970-351-1910.
If you would like to participate in this research, please click on this link to access the
questionnaire.
Questionnaire:
1. What grade level(s) do you teach?
1) 6th grade
2) 7th grade
3) 8th grade
4) Multiple grades
2. What subject area(s) do you teacher?
3. How many years of teaching experience do you have (not including this school year)?
1) 0-3 years
2) 4-7 years
3) 8-11 years
4) 11 + years
4. How long have you been teaching at ___________________ Middle School (not
including this school year)?
1) 0-3 years
2) 4-7 years
3) 8-11 years
4) 11 + years
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5. Were you employed at ___________ Middle School last year?
1) Yes
2) No
6. Thinking of your experience with teacher evaluation in the last three years, do you feel
that teacher evaluation has promoted your growth as a teacher?
1) Yes
2) No
Branching Question: If Yes → How has teacher evaluation promoted your growth
as a teacher?
Branching Question: If No → Why has teacher evaluation not promoted your
Growth?
7. Think of the professional development activities that you have participated in at
_________ Middle School. Do you feel these activities have been connected to your
teacher evaluation process?
1) Yes
2) No
Branching Question: If Yes → How has your professional development been
connected to your teacher evaluation process?
Branching Question: If no → How could the professional development at your
school be adjusted to better connect to your teacher evaluation process?
8. What do you think school leaders can do to promote teacher development?
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External Auditor Confidentiality Agreement
Project Title: TEACHER EVALUATION PRACTICES THAT PROMOTE TEACHER
DEVELOPMENT IN TWO MIDDLE SCHOOLS
Researcher:
Phone Number:

Andrea Smith, Educational Leadership and Policy Studies
(720) 413-5377

Research Advisor:
Phone Number:

Dr. Spencer Weiler
(970) 351-2832

As an external auditor for this study I understand that I may have access to
confidential information about the schools, school districts, and individual participants
included in the study. By signing this agreement, I am indicating my awareness and
understanding of the expectations of confidentiality, which include the following details:
§

I understand that names and any other identifying information about the schools,
school districts, and participants are completely confidential.

§

I agree not to divulge, publish, or otherwise make known any information
obtained in the course of the external audit of this study that could identify the
persons who participated in the study or their school or school district.

§

I understand that all information about schools, school districts, or participants
obtained or accessed by me in the course of my audit is confidential. I agree not
to share any of this information, unless specifically authorized to do so by the
researcher.

§

I understand that all electronic files must be communicated/transferred through a
password-protected UNCO email account. These electronic files must be stored
on a password-protected device, and any printed/hard copy documents relating to
the data must be stored in a secure location.

§

I understand that I must delete all electronic files after I have shared them with the
researcher. I also understand that I must give the researcher all papers and hard
copy documents I may have created/printed during the audit process.

§

I agree to notify the researcher immediately should I become aware of an actual
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breach of confidentiality or a situation which could potentially result in a breach,
whether this be on my part or on the part of another person.
______________________________
Signature

________________ _____________________
Date
Printed name

______________________________
Researcher

________________ _____________________
Date
Printed name
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